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Text:
  A PERCHED ZONE 10 TO 40 FEET DEEP; A SEMI-CONFINED ZONE
   APPROXIMATELY 100 FEET DEEP; AND A SECOND SEMI-CONFINED ZONE
   APPROXIMATELY 130 FEET DEEP.

       THE FIRST WATER-BEARING ZONE CONSISTS OF THE LOWER PORTION OF THE
   FILL LAYER AND A SILTY LAYER AT THE TOP OF THE ARUNDEL CLAY.  GROUND
   WATER IN THIS ZONE FLOWS TO THE NORTHEAST AT A RATE BETWEEN 0.2 AND 11.8
   FEET/DAY.  GROUND WATER FROM THE SITE MAY FLOW THROUGH A DRAINAGE
   CULVERT AND A BURIED STREAM VALLEY TOWARD HERRING RUN.  THE GROUND WATER
   IN THE ZONE IS SOMEWHAT CONTAMINATED BY ALIPHATIC (UP TO 67 UG/L) AND
   AROMATIC (UP TO 647 UG/L) ORGANICS.  THE ZONE HAS BEEN DESIGNATED AS A
   CLASS III AQUIFER BECAUSE IT PROBABLY DOES NOT HAVE A SUFFICIENT AREAL
   EXTENT TO PROVIDE AN ADEQUATE YIELD FOR DOMESTIC WATER SUPPLIES.

       THE SECOND WATER-BEARING ZONE CONSISTS OF A FINE SAND AND SANDY
   SILT THAT PROBABLY REPRESENTS THE TOP OF THE PATUXENT FORMATION.  GROUND
   WATER IN THIS ZONE FLOWS TO THE NORTHEAST AT A RATE BETWEEN 0.01 AND 0.1
   FOOT/DAY.  RECHARGE TO THE ZONE APPEARS TO COME PRIMARILY FROM THE
   SOUTHEAST AND WEST.  THE ZONE MAY BE HYDRAULICALLY CONNECTED TO THE
   FIRST WATER BEARING ZONE TO THE NORTH AND EAST.  THE GROUND WATER IN
   THIS ZONE IS SOMEWHAT CONTAMINATED BY ALIPHATIC (UP TO 72 UG/L) AND
   AROMATIC (UP TO 126 UG/L) ORGANICS.  THE ZONE HAS BEEN DESIGNATED AS A
   CLASS II B AQUIFER.

       THE THIRD WATER-BEARING ZONE CONSISTS OF FINE SAND AND SILTY SAND
   OF THE PATUXENT FORMATION.  THE DIRECTION AND RATE OF GROUND-WATER FLOW
   IN THIS ZONE WERE NOT DETERMINED AS PART OF THIS RI.  THE THIRD
   WATER-BEARING MAY BE HYDRAULICALLY CONNECTED TO THE SECOND WATER-BEARING
   ZONE NORTHEAST OF THE SITE.  NO EVIDENCE OF GROUND-WATER CONTAMINATION
   WAS DETECTED IN THE ONE WELL SCREENED IN THIS ZONE.  THE ZONE HAS BEEN
   DESIGNATED AS A CLASS II B.

       THE ALLUVIAL DEPOSITS OF HERRING RUN AND OTHER SURFACE DRAINAGE
   WAYS DOWNGRADIENT OF THE SITE MAY BE MORE EXTENSIVE THAN PREVIOUSLY
   THOUGHT.  THE ALLUVIAL DEPOSITS UNDER HERRING RUN INTERCEPT THE OUTCROP
   ZONE OF THE PATUXENT FOUNDATION AND MAY ALLOW CONTAMINANTS TO MIGRATE TO
   THE BACK RIVER OR TO OTHER AREAS OF THE PATUXENT AQUIFER.

       FIGURE 3-1 AND 3-2 DEPICT LOCATIONS OF ON-SITE AND OFF-SITE MONITOR
   WELLS.

       THERE IS NO IMMEDIATE HEALTH THREAT TO THE COMMUNITY FROM
   GROUND-WATER SINCE RESIDENTS ARE SUPPLIED WITH DRINKING WATER BY THE
   CITY OF BALTIMORE.  GROUND-WATER CONTAMINATION MAY BE AN IMPORTANT ISSUE
   RELATIVE TO POTENTIAL FUTURE USE OF THE GROUND WATER UNDERLYING THE
   SITE, AND THE POTENTIAL EFFECT OF MIGRATION OF CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER
   BEYOND THE SITE BOUNDARIES.

       THE PROXIMITY OF PATTERSON HIGH SCHOOL AND RECREATIONAL FACILITIES
   MAKES DIRECT CONTACT EXPOSURES A POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT THREAT.  THIS
   THREAT IS REDUCED BY THE PRESENCE OF THE CLAY SILT CAP THAT COVERS MOST
   OF THE SITE AND THE FENCE WHICH SURROUNDS THE SITE.  RECEPTORS RELATED
   TO THE FRANCIS SCOTT KEY MEDICAL CENTER AND OTHER NEARBY PROPERTIES HAVE
   MORE LIMITED POTENTIAL FOR DIRECT CONTACT EXPOSURE TO CONTAMINATION AT
   THE SITE.

   #AE
   ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION

       THE REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES ARISING FROM THE PUBLIC HEALTH
   EVALUATION ARE THE FOLLOWING:  (1) ELIMINATE, OR REDUCE TO ACCEPTABLE
   RISK-BASED LEVELS, SOIL CONTAMINANTS WHICH REPRESENT POTENTIAL PUBLIC
   HEALTH THREATS VIA DIRECT EXPOSURE TO THE CONTAMINATED MATERIALS AND
   (2) ELIMINATE, OR REDUCE TO ACCEPTABLE RISK BASED LEVELS, GROUND WATER
   CONTAMINANTS WHICH REPRESENT POTENTIAL PUBLIC HEALTH THREATS UNDER THE



   ASSUMPTION OF FUTURE CONSUMPTIVE USE OF THE SECOND WATER-BEARING ZONE
   UNDERLYING THE SITE.  CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN INCLUDE VINYL CHLORIDE,
   TRICHLOROETHYLENE, BENZENE, NICKEL, AND CADMIUM.  THE FIRST
   WATER-BEARING ZONE IS NOT CONSIDERED A POTENTIAL SOURCE OF DRINKING
   WATER.  OF MAJOR IMPORTANCE TO THE SECOND OF THESE OBJECTIVES IS THE
   POSSIBILITY OF REGIONAL GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION, ARISING FROM THE
   VARIETY OF OTHER POTENTIAL HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES IN THE NEAR VICINITY OF
   THE KANE AND LOMBARD PROPERTY.  A SECOND MAJOR CONSIDERATION IS THE FACT
   THAT THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE ENCOMPASSES ONLY A PORTION OF THE
   EXCAVATION/FILL KNOWN TO HAVE EXISTED IN THE AREA.  AS A RESULT OF THE
   POTENTIAL FOR OTHER CONTRIBUTIONS TO GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION, THIS
   ROD IS LIMITED TO CONSIDERATION OF SOURCE CONTROL TECHNOLOGIES TO REDUCE
   OR ELIMINATE THE CONTRIBUTION OF THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE TO REGIONAL
   PROBLEMS.

       BASED ON THE ABOVE OBJECTIVES, NUMEROUS SOURCE CONTROL ALTERNATIVES
   WERE SCREENED TO PROVIDE A LIMITED NUMBER OF ALTERNATIVES APPLICABLE FOR
   REMEDIAL ACTIONS AT THE SITE.  SOME OF THESE ALTERNATIVES WERE REMOVED
   FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION BASED ON SITE-SPECIFIC INFORMATION AND OTHER
   COMPARATIVE CRITERIA.  THESE OTHER CRITERIA INCLUDE:  EFFECTIVENESS,
   IMPLEMENTABILITY AND COST.

       THE ALTERNATIVES THAT WERE DISMISSED FROM RETENTION ARE PRESENTED
   BELOW WITH THE JUSTIFICATION FOR ELIMINATION.  A MORE DETAILED
   DISCUSSION OF EACH CAN BE FOUND IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY.

   ALTERNATIVE                         REASON(S) FOR ELIMINATION

   - RCRA LANDFILL                     HIGHER IMPLEMENTATION EFFORTS
                                       WITHOUT PROVIDING INCREASED
                                       SECURITY.  LONG-TERM OPERATION AND
                                       MAINTENANCE.  LAND DISPOSAL
                                       REGULATIONS COMPLICATE ON-SITE
                                       STAGING OF EXCAVATED MATERIALS FOR
                                       REDISPOSAL.  HIGH COST.

   - SOIL FLUSHING                     LONG TERM REMEDIATION IS
                                       QUESTIONABLE.  LESS EFFECTIVE AND
                                       UNRELIABLE.

   - BIOLOGICAL LAND TREATMENT         NOT EFFECTIVE IN REMOVING METALS
       LAND FARMING                    FROM THE SOILS NOR CONTRIBUTING TO
                                       THEIR IMMOBILIZATION IN THE SOIL
                                       MATRIX.  NOT EFFECTIVE ON
                                       SUBSURFACE CONTAMINATION.

       IN-SITU BIORECLAMATION          UNRELIABLE AND NOT EFFECTIVE IN
                                       REMOVING OR IMMOBILIZING METAL
                                       CONTAMINANTS.

       THE ALTERNATIVES THAT HAVE BEEN RETAINED FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS ARE:

   ALTERNATIVE 1                       NO ACTION WITH DRAINAGEWAY
                                       MAINTENANCE AND LONG-TERM
                                       MONITORING.

   ALTERNATIVE 2                       CONTAINMENT-MULTILAYER CAP

   ALTERNATIVE 3                       EXCAVATION/INCINERATION
                                       A. OFF-SITE DISPOSAL
                                       B. OFF-SITE INCINERATION
                                       C. ON-SITE INCINERATION

   ALTERNATIVE 4                       EXCAVATION/EXTRACTION

   ALTERNATIVE 5                       IN SITU VITRIFICATION.



       TO ANALYZE THESE ALTERNATIVES, AN EVALUATION WAS CONDUCTED THAT
   CONSIDERED THE NEW REQUIREMENTS OF THE SUPERFUND AMENDMENTS AND
   REAUTHORIZATION ACT (SARA) OF 1986 AND THE CURRENT VERSION OF THE
   NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN (NCP) (50 FED. REG. 47912, NOVEMBER 20, 1985).
   THREE BROAD CATEGORIES WERE USED FOR THE EVALUATION:  EFFECTIVENESS,
   IMPLEMENTABILITY, AND COST.

   WITHIN THESE CATEGORIES THERE ARE FACTORS THAT CONSIDER THE SHORT-TERM
   AND LONG-TERM EFFECTS OF EACH ALTERNATIVE.  THE EVALUATION IS PRESENTED
   IN DETAIL IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY.  THE FOLLOWING IS A SUMMARY OF THE
   EVALUATION:

   ALTERNATIVE 1. - NO FURTHER ACTION

       THE NCP REQUIRES THAT THE NO FURTHER ACTION ALTERNATIVE BE
   CONSIDERED.

   IMPLEMENTABILITY

       ALTHOUGH DESIGNATED AS A NO FURTHER ACTION ALTERNATIVE, IN THAT NO
   REMEDIAL STEPS ARE TAKEN WITH RESPECT TO THE WASTES REMAINING ON-SITE,
   THIS ALTERNATIVE DOES INCLUDE MAINTENANCE OF THE EXISTING FENCE (WHICH

   HAS BEEN SUBJECT TO DAMAGE) AND CAP (WHICH HAS BEEN SUBJECT TO EROSION)
   IN ORDER TO PREVENT THEIR DETERIORATION AND SUBSEQUENT RE-EXPOSURE OF
   THE WASTES.  IN ADDITION, THE REMAINING WASTE MATERIALS AND DEBRIS AT
   THE SURFACE OF THE SITE (IN THE DRAINAGEWAY) ARE TO BE REMOVED.

       UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE, WASTE MATERIALS WOULD NOT BE REMOVED FROM
   THE SITE, DESTROYED, OR FURTHER IMMOBILIZED.  WASTE WOULD CONTINUE TO
   CONTACT, AND PRESUMABLY LEACH INTO, THE FIRST WATER-BEARING ZONE, AND
   WHATEVER DEGREE OF RAIN-WATER INFILTRATION EXISTS WITH THE PRESENT CAP
   WOULD CONTINUE.  BASED UPON OBSERVED EROSION OF THE CAP, ITS INTEGRITY
   MIGHT BE EXPECTED TO DIMINISH EVEN WITH MAINTENANCE.  OVERALL, THIS
   ALTERNATIVE WILL NOT BE PROTECTIVE.  IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT ALL
   ALTERNATIVES INCLUDE THESE ESSENTIAL STEPS, ALTHOUGH THE MONITORING
   PERIOD MAY VARY.

       SINCE NO WASTE REMEDIATION MEASURES WILL BE IMPLEMENTED, TECHNICAL
   FEASIBILITY AND AVAILABILITY ARE NOT AN ISSUE.

   EFFECTIVENESS

   *  THE EXISTING CONTROL STRATEGIES AT THE SITE DO NOT MEET RCRA
      SUBTITLE C CRITERIA FOR CONTAINMENT AND CONTROL OF CONTAMINANTS.

   *  THE PUBLIC AND THE STATE OPPOSED THIS ALTERNATIVE, SINCE LITTLE, IF
      ANY, REDUCTION IN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS COULD RESULT.  THIS
      OPPOSITION MAY BE HEIGHTENED BECAUSE OF THE PROXIMITY OF THE SITE TO
      HOUSING, SCHOOLS, AND RECREATIONAL AREAS.

   *  LONG-TERM MAINTENANCE AND POST-CLOSURE EFFORT.

   *  THE NO FURTHER ACTION ALTERNATIVE WOULD NOT REDUCE EXCESS HEALTH
      RISKS.

   *  IMPLEMENTATION IS NOT LIKELY TO RESULT IN THE GENERATION OF
      ADDITIONAL GROUND WATER OR AIR CONTAMINATION, AND THUS SHOULD NOT
      IMPOSE ANY ADDITIONAL ADVERSE PUBLIC HEALTH OR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT.

   *  THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE GROUND WATER MONITORING PROGRAM IN
      EVALUATING IMPENDING CHANGES IN HEALTH RISKS IS UNCERTAIN DUE TO
      THE POTENTIAL PRESENCE OF NEARBY OFF-SITE CONTAMINANT SOURCES.

   COST

       CAPITAL COST    - $624,060



       PRESENT WORTH * - $428,450
   * ASSUMES 30 YEARS MAINTENANCE (WASTE LEFT IN PLACE).

       THE HIGH COST FOR THE DISPOSAL OF DEBRIS ARISES FROM THE ASSUMPTION
   THAT THESE MATERIALS HAVE BEEN CONTAMINATED, FOR EXAMPLE, BY RUNOFF FROM
   THE SITE, AND THEREFORE REQUIRE DISPOSAL IN A RCRA LANDFILL.  IT MAY BE
   THAT THESE MATERIALS COULD BE DISPOSED OF IN A SUBTITLE D LANDFILL
   RATHER THAN A RCRA LANDFILL.  UNIT COST FOR DISPOSAL IN A NONHAZARDOUS
   FILL ARE ESTIMATED TO BE $45 PER CUBIC YARD (AS OPPOSED TO $203 PER
   CUBIC YARD FOR A RCRA LAND FILL) RESULTING IN MAXIMUM POTENTIAL SAVINGS,
   FOR DISPOSAL OF 2016 CUBIC YARDS, OF APPROXIMATELY $319,000.  THIS WOULD
   RESULT IN A TOTAL CAPITAL COST OF APPROXIMATELY $225,000 RATHER THAN
   $624,060.  THIS SAVING WOULD BE PARTLY OFFSET BY EXPENSE INCURRED IN
   SAMPLING AND TESTING OF THE DEBRIS AND SEDIMENT WHICH WOULD BE NECESSARY
   TO OBTAIN ACCEPTANCE AT A NONHAZARDOUS LANDFILL.

   ALTERNATIVE 2 - CONTAINMENT

       THIS ALTERNATIVE IS BASED UPON THE CONCEPT OF REMOVING THE REMAINING
   DRUMS AND HOT SPOTS OF CONTAMINATED SOILS, AND ISOLATING THE WASTES, IN
   PLACE, FROM CONTACT WITH GROUND AND SURFACE WATER, AS A MEANS OF
   REDUCING OR ELIMINATING THEIR CONTRIBUTION TO WATER CONTAMINATION.  THIS
   ALTERNATIVE FOCUSES UPON POSITIVE ACTIONS TO REDUCE THE HAZARD POSED
   BY THOSE WASTES, BY PREVENTING THEIR CONTACT WITH WATER.  DIRECT CONTACT
   WITH THE WASTE MATERIALS IS PREVENTED IN ESSENTIALLY THE SAME WAY AS
   UNDER THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE, BY SITE SECURITY MEASURES; HOWEVER, THE
   IMPORTANCE OF THESE CONTROLS IS HEIGHTENED BY THE NEED TO MAINTAIN THE
   INTEGRITY OF THE CONTAINMENT STRUCTURES.  THE ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF THIS
   ALTERNATIVE INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:

       *  REMOVAL OF DRUMS AND HOT SPOTS ON SITE.

       *  SITE CLEANING AND REMOVAL OF VEGETATION TO THE EXTENT
          NECESSARY FOR CONSTRUCTION OF THE NECESSARY COMPONENTS.

       *  CONSTRUCTION OF SUBSURFACE CONTAINMENT/DIVERSION STRUCTURES TO
          BOTH PREVENT THE UNCONTROLLED LATERAL MIGRATION OF PRESENTLY
          CONTAMINATED SHALLOW GROUND WATER FROM THE SITE, AND PREVENT THE
          LATERAL RECHARGE FLOW OF UNCONTAMINATED GROUND WATER INTO THE
          WASTE AREA.

       *  CONSTRUCTION OF A MULTI-LAYER CAP OVER THE AREA TO PREVENT THE
          INFILTRATION OF PRECIPITATION AND SURFACE WATER INTO THE WASTE AREA.

       *  CONSTRUCTION OF A DRAINAGE SYSTEM.

       *  CLEARING OF DRAINAGE DITCH ALONG THE EAST SIDE OF THE SITE.

       *  DEVELOPMENT OF NECESSARY SURFACE WATER RUNOFF MANAGEMENT FACILITIES.

       *  CONTINUED GROUND WATER MONITORING OF THE SITE.

   IMPLEMENTABILITY

       *  CONSTRUCTION OF A SUBSURFACE BARRIER ALONG THE NORTH BOUNDARY
          MUST CONSIDER CONTINUING STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY AND CHEMICAL
          COMPATIBILITY OF THE STRUCTURE BECAUSE OF ITS CONSTRUCTION
          THROUGH THE WASTE.  FURTHERMORE, THIS BARRIER WILL BE LOCATED IN
          RELATIVELY CLOSE PROXIMITY TO LOMBARD STREET, AND MAY BE
          SUBJECTED TO VIBRATION FROM TRAFFIC.  THE POTENTIAL FOR
          DIFFERENTIAL SETTLEMENT AND POSSIBLE DAMAGE TO THE CAP MUST ALSO
          BE CONSIDERED.  COST FOR THIS CONSTRUCTION MAY BE MORE DIFFICULT
          TO ESTIMATE BECAUSE OF THE POTENTIAL VARIATIONS FROM ORDINARY
          BARRIER WALL CONSTRUCTION.

       *  ANY OF THESE CAP OPTIONS WILL IMPROVE THE PERFORMANCE OF THE
          EXISTING SINGLE-LAYER COVER BY EXHIBITING SUBSTANTIALLY LOWER



          PERMEABILITY, AND GREATER RESISTANCE TO EROSION.

       *  NECESSARY DEPTHS OF BARRIER WALLS WILL RUN FROM 20 FEET ON THE
          NORTH BOUNDARY TO APPROXIMATELY 55 FEET ON THE SOUTH.  THESE
          DEPTHS ARE WITHIN THE RANGE OF CONSTRUCTIBILITY FOR SUCH
          STRUCTURES.

       *  THE CAPACITY OF THE EXISTING STORMWATER DRAINAGE SYSTEM, AND
          CONSEQUENTLY THE REQUIREMENT FOR ON-SITE WATER STORAGE, MAY
          REQUIRE ADDITIONAL INVESTIGATION.

   EFFECTIVENESS

       *  TO THE EXTENT THAT THESE MEASURES PREVENT THE MIGRATION OF WATER
          THROUGH THE SITE WASTE MATERIALS, THIS ALTERNATIVE CAN BE
          EXPECTED TO REDUCE SIGNIFICANTLY THE GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION
          ARISING FROM THIS SOURCE.

       *  REMOVAL OF THE DRUMS AND HOT SPOTS WILL REDUCE THE TOXICITY,
          MOBILITY AND VOLUME ON THE SITE.  THE NEW CAP WILL ALSO
          CONSTITUTE AN ADDITIONAL PHYSICAL BARRIER.  FUTURE USE SCENARIOS
          FOR THE SITE ARE ESSENTIALLY OBVIATED DURING THE LIFE OF THIS
          ACTION, AND ANY SUCH FUTURE USE WOULD HAVE TO READDRESS THE
          ULTIMATE DECONTAMINATION AND/OR DISPOSAL OF THE FILL MATERIALS.

       *  IN TERMS OF GOVERNMENTAL AND LOCAL ACCEPTABILITY, THIS
          ALTERNATIVE MAY REPRESENT A RELATIVELY CONSERVATIVE MANAGEMENT
          APPROACH, TO ON-SITE CONTAMINATION PARTICULARLY IF IMPLEMENTED
          AS PART OF A REGIONAL INVESTIGATION INTO HAZARDOUS WASTE
          CONTAMINATION.  IT WILL PROVIDE ADEQUATE CONTAINMENT AND
          PROTECTION, AT RELATIVELY LOWER COST, AS COMPARED TO OTHER
          ALTERNATIVES (WHICH LIKEWISE WOULD NOT ADDRESS OFF-SITE
          CONTAMINANT SOURCES).

       *  UNDER THIS OPTION, A RELATIVELY SMALL AMOUNT OF EXCAVATED
          WASTES, FROM THE BARRIER CONSTRUCTION ON THE NORTHERN BOUNDARY,
          WILL REMAIN FOR REBURIAL.  IF THESE CANNOT BE INCORPORATED WITH
          THE REST OF THE FILL FOR CAPPING, THEY WILL BE DISPOSED OF
          OFF-SITE.  ADDITIONAL DEBRIS FROM THE RENOVATION OF THE DRAINAGE
          DITCH WILL REQUIRE DISPOSAL.  LAND DISPOSAL REQUIREMENTS
          CONCERNING DISPOSAL MIGHT BE APPLICABLE DEPENDING UPON
          TIMEFRAME.  IF DISPOSAL OCCURS BEFORE NOVEMBER 1988, THIS WILL
          NOT BE AN ISSUE.

       *  SHORT-TERM IMPACTS LIKELY TO ARISE FROM THIS ALTERNATIVE WILL
          LIKELY BE LIMITED TO THOSE ASSOCIATED WITH THE CONSTRUCTION
          ACTIVITY ITSELF, IN TERMS OF NOISE, ODOR, TRAFFIC AND OTHER
          NUISANCE CONDITIONS, AND MAY BE CONSIDERED MINOR.

       *  LONG-TERM ISSUES TO CONSIDER INCLUDE THE NEED FOR PERIODIC CAP
          MAINTENANCE, MANAGEMENT, POTENTIAL GROUND WATER MONITORING.

       *  DISCHARGE OF CONTAMINATED WATER FROM THE FIRST WATER BEARING
          ZONE TO THE NEAREST PUBLICLY-OWNED TREATMENT WORKS VIA THE CITY
          SEWER SYSTEM WILL REQUIRE CONSULTATION WITH CITY AND STATE
          AGENCIES.  THE MAGNITUDE OF THESE DISCHARGES SHOULD NOT BE A
          PROBLEM, DUE TO THEIR SMALL VOLUMES AND LOW CONCENTRATIONS.

       *  THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONTAINMENT ALTERNATIVE CAN BE
          EXPECTED TO CONTRIBUTE TO A REDUCTION IN THE PUBLIC HEALTH RISK
          ASSOCIATED WITH DIRECT CONTACT WITH THE WASTES.

       *  POTENTIAL NEGATIVE IMPACT ARISES FROM THE FACT THAT THE WASTES
          ARE NOT PERMANENTLY DESTROYED OR IMMOBILIZED, NOR REMOVED FROM
          THE SITE.

       *  CLEANING OF WOODED AREAS ON-SITE WOULD DETRACT FROM VISUAL



          AESTHETICS OF THIS SITE.  HOWEVER, LIMITING THE CAP TO THE AREAS
          OF UNACCEPTABLE CONTAMINATION AS SHOWN IN FIGURE 4, MINIMIZES
          THE DISRUPTION OF EXISTING VEGETATION, AND REDUCES THIS IMPACT.

   COST

       TABLES 3-1 AND 3-2 SUMMARIZE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS ALTERNATIVE.

   ALTERNATIVE 3 - EXCAVATION/THERMAL TREATMENT

       THE THERMAL TREATMENT ALTERNATIVE WOULD INVOLVE DESTRUCTION OF
   ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS AND SEPARATION OF METALS FROM THE SOILS, AND WOULD
   LIKELY BE BASED UPON ROTARY KILN TECHNOLOGY.  HOWEVER, OTHER
   CONFIGURATIONS SHOULD ALSO BE CONSIDERED IN THE DESIGN PHASE.  THE
   PRIMARY IMPLEMENTATION OPTIONS UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD BE (1)
   ON-SITE INCINERATION UTILIZING TRANSPORTABLE KILN COMPONENTS WHICH WOULD
   BE CONSTRUCTED AND OPERATED ON-SITE FOR THE DURATION OF THE CLEANUP
   EFFORT, AND (2) TRANSPORTATION OF EXCAVATED MATERIALS TO AN OFF-SITE
   COMMERCIAL RCRA INCINERATOR FACILITY.  INCLUDED AS A BASELINE IN THIS
   OVERALL ALTERNATIVE IS THE SUBOPTION OF OFF-SITE DISPOSAL OF ALL
   EXCAVATED MATERIALS.  THIS PERMITS COMPARISON BETWEEN THE COST OF
   TREATMENT AND THE COST OF DIRECT REDISPOSAL.  OTHER ALTERNATIVES WHICH
   INVOLVE TREATMENT OF EXCAVATED MATERIALS MAY ALSO BE COMPARED TO THIS
   BASELINE.

       THE THERMAL TREATMENT TECHNOLOGY WOULD BE EXPECTED TO EXCEED SOURCE
   CONTROL CLEANUP CRITERIA FOR THE IDENTIFIED CONTAMINANTS.  HOWEVER,
   DEPENDING UPON THE CONFIGURATION OF THE KILN AND ACCESSORY EQUIPMENT,
   CONCERN MAY ARISE OVER AIR EMISSIONS OF VOLATILE MATERIALS, INCLUDING
   HEAVY METALS.  TO SOME EXTENT, SUCH EMISSIONS WILL BE CONTROLLED BY
   FLUE-GAS DEVICES SUCH AS WET PRECIPITATORS OR BAGHOUSE FILTERS.

       AS AN ALTERNATIVE, ONE OF THE KILN-BASED INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGIES,
   SUCH AS ROASTING, OR CHLORIDE VOLATILIZATION MAY BE PURSUED FURTHER.
   THE FORMER WOULD NOT SEPARATE METALS FROM SOILS, BUT WOULD IMMOBILIZE
   THEM WITHIN.  SINCE THESE ARE BASED UPON ROTARY KILN TECHNOLOGIES, THEIR
   COSTS MAY, AT A CONCEPTUAL LEVEL, BE EXPECTED TO BE ONLY SLIGHTLY HIGHER
   THAN CONVENTIONAL INCINERATION PROCESSES, DUE TO THE ADDITIONAL CHEMICAL
   OR MATERIAL HANDLING EQUIPMENT.  HOWEVER, SUBSTANTIAL
   INVESTIGATORY/PILOT WORK WOULD BE NECESSARY BEFORE SELECTING THESE
   ALTERNATIVES.

       ALL WASTE MATERIALS WOULD BE EXCAVATED UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE.
   SINCE EXCAVATION ALONG LOMBARD STREET WILL EXPOSE THE FACE OF THE
   REMAINDER OF THE FILL WHICH CONTINUES TO THE NORTH, STABILIZATION AND
   CAPPING OF THIS FACE WOULD BE REQUIRED, BOTH AS AN INTERIM PROTECTIVE
   MEASURE DURING EXCAVATION, AND TO PREVENT FUTURE INTERACTION BETWEEN
   THOSE WASTES AND THE TREATED AREAS ON-SITE.  TEMPORARY STRUCTURAL
   SUPPORT OF THE EXPOSED FACE MAY BE REQUIRED TO PREVENT COLLAPSE OF THE
   ROAD BASE.

       THE GENERAL OUTLINE TO A THERMAL TREATMENT FOR THE KANE AND LOMBARD
   SITE WOULD INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING OPERATIONS:

       *  REMOVAL OF THE CLEAN PORTION OF EXISTING CAP, TO BE SAVED FOR REBURIAL.

       *  EXCAVATION OF FILL, PLUS CONTAMINATED SUBSOILS.

       *  STABILIZATION AND CAPPING OF EXPOSED FILL ALONG LOMBARD STREET.

       *  MANUAL SORTING (USING CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT) OF LARGE DEBRIS
          FROM THE FILL (CEMENT CULVERTS, AUTO BODIES) FOR SEPARATE
          LANDFILL DISPOSAL.  THE MATERIALS MUST BE REMOVED PRIOR TO
          INCINERATION TO PREVENT DAMAGE TO THE KILN.

       *  STAGING OF EXCAVATED, PRE-SORTED MATERIAL FOR PROCESSING.



       *  MECHANICAL SHREDDING OF MATERIALS (TO LE 2") TO FACILITATE
          THEIR DESTRUCTION IN THE INCINERATOR.

       *  THERMAL PROCESSING (INCINERATION).

       *  SAMPLING OF TREATED MATERIALS FOR RESIDUAL CONTAMINATION.

       *  ON-SITE REBURIAL OF CLEAN, TREATED MATERIALS; OFF-SITE RCRA
          LANDFILL DISPOSAL OF CONTAMINATED RESIDUES.

       *  CLEARING OF THE DRAINAGE DITCH ALONG THE EAST SIDE OF THE SITE.

       *  MAKEUP BACKFILL (INCLUDING TOP SOIL), GRADING AND VEGETATION.

   WHILE THIS EVALUATION IS BASED PRIMARILY UPON ROTARY KILN TECHNOLOGY,
   THERE ARE OTHER INCINERATION PROCESSES UNDER DEVELOPMENT WHICH MAY
   WARRANT CONSIDERATION IN THE IMPLEMENTATION PHASE.  ONE SUCH PROCESS IS
   THE INFRARED INCINERATION PROCESS WHICH MAY PRESENT THE CAPABILITY FOR
   SUBSTANTIALLY HIGHER THROUGHPUT RATES.  COMPATIBILITY OF THIS EQUIPMENT
   WITH THE WASTES PRESENT AT THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE WOULD REQUIRE
   INVESTIGATION.

   IMPLEMENTABILITY

       THE ABILITY OF INCINERATION TO DESTROY ORGANICS IDENTIFIED AT THE
   KANE AND LOMBARD SITE IS REASONABLY CERTAIN.  OF SOMEWHAT GREATER
   CONCERN IS THE ABILITY TO RECAPTURE METALS FROM THE FLUE GAS AND PREVENT
   OR MINIMIZE AIR EMISSIONS.  THE PRESENCE OF CHLORINATED ORGANICS MAY
   ALSO REQUIRE THE USE OF WET NEUTRALIZATION EQUIPMENT (CAUSTIC SCRUBBER)
   TO MINIMIZE EMISSIONS.  IN SUM, THE BASIC INCINERATOR WOULD LIKELY BE
   SUPPLEMENTED BY THE INCORPORATION OF A SECONDARY COMBUSTION CHAMBER,
   CAUSTIC SCRUBBER PRECIPITATION/BAGHOUSE FILTER AND OTHER APPROPRIATE
   DEVICES.  A TRIAL BURN WOULD LIKELY BE NEEDED TO DETERMINE THE NATURE OF
   THE OFF-GAS, AND OBTAIN NECESSARY AIR PERMITS.

       A MAJOR CONSIDERATION IN DETERMINING THE FEASIBILITY AND COST
   EFFECTIVENESS OF INCINERATION IS THE MATERIAL THROUGHPUT RATE OF THE
   SYSTEM, AND THE BTU CONTENT OF THE MATERIAL BEING BURNED.  THE ON-SITE
   SOIL MATERIALS ARE LIKELY TO HAVE A NEGLIGIBLE BTU AND HIGH ASH CONTENT
   AND THEREFORE MAY BE A COSTLY MATERIAL TO INCINERATE.  TRULY MOBILE
   (I.E., TRAILER MOUNTED) SYSTEMS ARE LIMITED BY THE SIZE OF THE
   INCINERATOR ITSELF AND HAVE LIMITED CAPACITY, ON THE ORDER OF TONS OF
   SOLID WASTE PER HOUR.  FOR THIS REASON, A FAIRLY LARGE SCALE
   INCINERATION PROJECT LIKE THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE WOULD INVOLVE THE
   ERECTION ON-SITE OF TRANSPORTABLE INCINERATOR COMPONENTS; AT THE END OF
   THE PROJECT, THE SYSTEM WOULD BE DISASSEMBLED AND REMOVED.  THROUGHPUT
   RATES IN SUCH A SYSTEM MAY BE IN THE AREA OF FIVE TONS PER HOUR.
   PERMANENT INSTALLATION SUCH AS WOULD EXIST AT AN OFF-SITE TSD FACILITY
   WOULD HAVE SUBSTANTIALLY LARGER CAPACITIES.  HOWEVER, OFF-SITE
   INCINERATORS MAY NOT ACCEPT BULK SOLIDS AND REPACKING OF MATERIALS IN
   DRUMS MAY BE REQUIRED.  FURTHERMORE, AVAILABLE CAPACITY AT SOME
   INSTALLATIONS MAY BE LIMITED.

       EXCAVATION OF THE FILL MATERIALS AT THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE WILL
   BE COMPLICATED BY THE PRESENCE OF LARGE OBJECTS, SUCH AS CONCRETE
   SECTIONS, KNOWN TO HAVE BEEN BURIED.  SUCH OBJECTS WILL NOT ONLY MAKE
   THE ACTUAL EXCAVATION MORE DIFFICULT THAN WOULD BE THE CASE WITH
   RELATIVELY HOMOGENEOUS SOILS, BUT WILL ALSO REQUIRE PRE-SORTING AND
   SEPARATE DISPOSAL.  THIS FACTOR WILL AFFECT ALL ALTERNATIVES WHICH
   REQUIRE EXCAVATION.

       DUE TO THE PRESENCE OF THE FIRST WATER-BEARING ZONE, DEWATERING OF
   THE EXCAVATION MAY BE REQUIRED.  BASED ON SYSTEM THROUGHPUT RATES AND
   PREINCINERATION MATERIALS HANDLING REQUIREMENTS, ACTUAL IMPLEMENTATION
   OF THIS TECHNOLOGY IS EXPECTED TO LAST APPROXIMATELY 3 YEARS
   (POST-CONSTRUCTION).



   EFFECTIVENESS

       *  THIS ALTERNATIVE MIGHT BE EXPECTED TO EXCEED THE APPLICABLE SARA
          BASED SOURCE CONTROL CRITERIA AND RESULT IN PERMANENT SITE
          REMEDIATION REQUIRING RELATIVELY MINIMAL POST-REMEDIATION
          MAINTENANCE.

       *  LONG-TERM INVOLVEMENT WITH THE SITE AFTER CLOSURE WOULD BE
          RELATIVELY LIMITED.

       *  SHORT-TERM IMPACTS ARE LIKELY TO ARISE FROM THE INCINERATION
          PROCESS ITSELF, WITH RESPECT TO POTENTIAL AIR EMISSIONS.
          THE ABILITY OF THE INCINERATOR OFF-GAS CLEANING DEVICES TO MEET
          APPLICABLE AIR EMISSION STANDARDS SHOULD BE ADDRESSED DURING
          THE DESIGN AND TRIAL BURN PHASES.

       *  EVEN WITH THE PROBABILITY OF MEETING AIR POLLUTION STANDARDS,
          THIS ALTERNATIVE COULD MEET WITH SOME DEGREE OF LOCAL OR
          COMMUNITY OPPOSITION DURING THE ACTUAL IMPLEMENTATION.  THIS
          OPPOSITION MAY BE LARGELY OVERCOME BY EFFECTIVE PUBLIC EDUCATION
          EFFORT CONCERNING THE AIR EMISSIONS, AND BY DEMONSTRATING THE
          PERMANENT NATURE OF THE CLEANUP EFFORT.

       *  SINCE THIS ALTERNATIVE RESULTS IN THE OFF-SITE DISPOSAL OF AT
          LEAST SOME MATERIALS (THE PRE-SORTED DEBRIS WHICH CANNOT BE
          INCINERATED), ALL SUCH MATERIALS MUST GO TO A FACILITY WHICH IS
          PERMITTED AND OPERATED IN ACCORDANCE WITH FEDERAL AND STATE
          HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL REGULATIONS.  FURTHERMORE, THE SHIPMENT
          OF MATERIALS TO THOSE FACILITIES MUST BE PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE
          WITH STATE AND FEDERAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (DOT)
          REGULATIONS FOR SHIPMENT, HANDLING, AND TRACKING OF HAZARDOUS WASTES.

       *  THIS ALTERNATIVE IS LIKELY TO RESULT IN LOCALIZED, SHORT-TERM
          IMPACTS TYPICAL OF A HEAVY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT, WITH RESPECT
          TO ODORS, NOISE, AND TRAFFIC.  THE EXCAVATION WILL CAUSE
          SHORT-TERM IMPACTS WITH RESPECT TO DUST, AND WATER COLLECTION.

       *  THIS ALTERNATIVE SHOULD BE EXPECTED TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE
          PROTECTION OF PUBLIC HEALTH FROM HAZARDS ASSOCIATED WITH DIRECT
          CONTACT WITH SITE MATERIALS.  IT CAN ALSO BE EXPECTED TO
          EFFECTIVELY ELIMINATE THE CONTRIBUTION OF THIS SITE TO FURTHER
          GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION; HOWEVER, BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF
          ADDITIONAL FILL AREAS IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY, AND THE
          POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION OF OTHER HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES IN THE
          AREA, THE DEGREE OF IMPROVEMENT IN GROUND WATER QUALITY CANNOT BE
          PREDICTED AT THIS TIME.

       *  IN ADDITION TO THE UNCERTAIN EFFECTIVENESS WITH RESPECT TO GROUND
          WATER REMEDIATION, THE POTENTIAL EXISTS FOR SOME NEGATIVE IMPACTS
          TO ARISE IF PROBLEMS ARE ENCOUNTERED WITH AIR EMISSIONS.

       *  THE CONTAMINANT LEVELS AND LEACHABILITY CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
          ASH PRODUCED FROM THE INCINERATOR MUST BE CONSIDERED IN THEIR DISPOSAL.

   COST

        AN EVALUATION OF COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS ALTERNATIVE IS
   CONTAINED IN TABLE 4-1 AND 4-2.

   ALTERNATIVE 4. - EXCAVATION/EXTRACTION

        THIS ALTERNATIVE INVOLVES EXCAVATION OF CONTAMINATED FILL MATERIALS
   FOLLOWED BY AN EXTRACTION (SOIL WASHING) PROCESS TO SEPARATE
   CONTAMINANTS FROM THE SOIL, LEAVING A PRODUCT SUFFICIENTLY
   DECONTAMINATED TO PERMIT ON-SITE REBURIAL.  IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS
   ALTERNATIVE WOULD INVOLVE THE FOLLOWING MAJOR OPERATIONS:



        *  REMOVAL OF THE CLEAN PORTION OF THE EXISTING CAP, TO BE SAVED
           FOR REBURIAL.

        *  EXCAVATION OF CONTAMINATED FILL AND SUBSOILS.

        *  STAGING OF EXCAVATED MATERIALS IN A CLEARED AREA OF THE SITE.

        *  STABILIZATION/CAPPING OF EXPOSED FILL FACE ALONG LOMBARD STREET.

        *  PRESORTING FOR REMOVAL OF LARGE DEBRIS AND OFF-SITE DISPOSAL OF
           DEBRIS.  DEBRIS REMOVAL IS REQUIRED TO AVOID DAMAGE TO
           EQUIPMENT.

        *  SCREENING/MECHANICAL SHREDDING TO ACHIEVE UNIFORM SMALL FRAGMENTS.

        *  PROCESSING OF SHREDDED WASTES IN SOIL WASH EQUIPMENT.

        *  TREATMENT OF WASH STREAMS BY APPROPRIATE TECHNOLOGY (SUCH AS
           REVERSE OSMOSIS OR CARBON ABSORPTION).  WASH WATER WILL BE
           RECYCLED TO THE WASH PROCESS, BOTH CONCENTRATE/REGENERANT
           STREAM TO DISPOSAL.

        *  SAMPLING OF WASHED MATERIALS TO VERIFY ADEQUACY OF TREATMENT.

        *  ON-SITE REBURIAL OF CLEAN MATERIALS.  NECESSARY MAKEUP FILL TO
           BE OBTAINED OFF-SITE.

        *  REBURIAL OF CLEAN CAP MATERIALS.

        *  CLEARING OF THE DRAINAGE DITCH ALONG THE EAST SIDE OF THE SITE.

        *  GRADING/REVEGETATION.

   IMPLEMENTABILITY

        *  SHOULD THE SAMPLING PROGRAM INDICATE THAT CONTAMINATION IN SOME
           FRACTIONS HAS NOT BEEN SUFFICIENTLY REDUCED, OFF-SITE DISPOSAL
           MAY BE REQUIRED.  SHOULD THE VOLUME OF SUCH MATERIALS PROVE TO
           BE SUBSTANTIAL, ANY POTENTIAL ADVANTAGE OF THIS APPROACH OVER
           DIRECT EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL WOULD LIKELY BE LOST.

        *  THE PROCESS WILL LIKELY RESULT IN RELATIVELY SMALL WEIGHT AND
           VOLUME REDUCTIONS IN THE WASHED MATERIALS (ON THE ORDER OF 10%
           FOR CONTAMINATED SOILS WASHING) THAT WOULD HELP TO MINIMIZE THE
           VOLUME OF MAKEUP FILL REQUIRED; HOWEVER, THE TOTAL REDUCTION IN
           VOLUME FOR FILL MAY BE SOMEWHAT LARGER DUE TO THE REMOVAL OF
           DEBRIS DURING SCREENING.

        *  THE PROCESS WILL RESULT IN A VOLUME OF FINAL DISCHARGE WASH
           WATER FOR DISPOSAL.  THIS WATER MAY BE SUITABLE FOR DISCHARGE TO
           SEWERS.  REMAINING TECHNICAL UNCERTAINTIES WITH RESPECT TO
           NECESSARY EXTRACTION SOLUTIONS AND EFFECTIVENESS MUST BE
           ADDRESSED IN A PILOT TEST PROGRAM.

       *   BASED ON MATERIAL PROCESSING RATE AND PRE-WASH MATERIALS
           HANDLING REQUIREMENTS, THE IMPLEMENTATION PHASE OF THIS
           TECHNOLOGY IS EXPECTED TO LAST 2.5 TO 3 YEARS.

       *   IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS PROCESS INVOLVES SEVERAL RELATIVELY
           COMPLEX UNIT OPERATIONS, INCLUDING PRESORTING AND SHREDDING, THE
           WASH PROCESS ITSELF, THE RECOVERY AND TREATMENT OF THE WASH
           SOLUTIONS, AND THE NEED FOR TESTING OF RESIDUAL MATERIALS PRIOR
           TO REBURIAL.  THE APPLICABILITY OF ALL OF THESE STEPS TO THE
           TYPES OF WASTES AT THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE SHOULD ALSO BE
           EXAMINED IN THE PILOT PROGRAM.

   EFFECTIVENESS



       *   SOIL WASHING/EXTRACTION HAS THE POTENTIAL FOR AT LEAST MEETING,
           AND POSSIBLY EXCEEDING, SOIL CLEANUP CRITERIA.  IT CAN ALSO BE
           EXPECTED TO SUBSTANTIALLY REDUCE THE CONTRIBUTION OF THE KANE
           AND LOMBARD SITE TO GROUND WATER CONCENTRATIONS OF MOST OF THE
           IDENTIFIED CONTAMINANTS; HOWEVER, THE POSSIBILITY OF ACHIEVING
           GROUND WATER CLEANUP GOALS BY THIS ACTION CANNOT BE ADDRESSED.

      *    TREATED SOILS MAY RETAIN SOME LOW CONCENTRATIONS OF
           CONTAMINANTS AND THE WASH SOLUTIONS (SOLVENTS) MAY LEACH OUT IN
           THE FUTURE.

      *    WHILE OFF-SITE REBURIAL OF SOME TREATED MATERIALS COULD
           CONCEIVABLY BE REQUIRED, THIS TREATMENT SHOULD APPROACH THE
           STATED GOAL OF REDUCING TOXICITY AND/OR VOLUME OF WASTES
           CONSIDERED FOR OFF-SITE DISPOSAL.

      *    THE POTENTIAL FOR RELATIVELY HIGH PROCESS THROUGHPUT RATES MAY,
           DEPENDING UPON THE RATES OF OTHER COMPONENTS (SUCH AS EXCAVATION
           AND POST-TREATMENT SAMPLING) HELP TO REDUCE THE OVERALL LENGTH
           OF THE REMEDIATION EFFORT AND MINIMIZE IMPACTS ARISING FROM THAT
           EFFORT.  THESE (SHORT-TERM) IMPACTS WOULD PRIMARILY BE THOSE
           ASSOCIATED WITH THE HEAVY CONSTRUCTION OF THE WORK, WITH RESPECT
           TO NOISE, ODOR AND TRAFFIC.

      *    AS THIS TECHNOLOGY RESULTS IN PERMANENT SEPARATION OF WASTES
           FROM THE SITE, LONG-TERM IMPACTS AND ISSUES ARE LIKELY TO BE
           LIMITED TO ANY POST-REMEDIATION MONITORING REQUIRED TO ASSESS
           GROUND WATER IMPROVEMENT AND, DETECT RECONTAMINATION BY
           PENETRATION OF THE BARRIER ALONG THE NORTH BOUNDARY OF THE SITE.

      *    OFF-SITE DISPOSAL OF PRESORTED DEBRIS, TREATMENT PROCESS
           CONCENTRATE STREAMS, AND ANY UNSUCCESSFULLY DECONTAMINATED
           WASTES WILL REQUIRE COMPLIANCE WITH U.S. AND STATE DOT
           REQUIREMENTS FOR HANDLING, TRANSPORT, AND TRACKING OF HAZARDOUS
           WASTES.  WITH CONVENTIONAL WASH WATER TREATMENT SYSTEMS SUCH AS
           REVERSE OSMOSIS OR DEIONIZATION, BOTH THE VOLUMES AND THE
           CONCENTRATIONS OF THE CONCENTRATE/REGENERANT STREAMS CAN BE
           QUITE HIGH, AND DISPOSAL OF THESE VOLUMES CAN ADD TO THE COST
           AND COMPLEXITY OF THE PROJECT.

      *    LOCAL DISCHARGE OF FINAL, TREATED, WASH WATERS WILL REQUIRE AN
           NPDES OR LOCAL SEWER DISCHARGE APPROVAL.

      *    SINCE THIS ALTERNATIVE WILL RESULT IN REMOVAL OF CONTAMINANTS
           FROM THE SITE, IT MAY PROVE EFFECTIVE IN MINIMIZING FUTURE
           THREATS TO PUBLIC HEALTH AND WELFARE ARISING FROM THE KANE AND
           LOMBARD SITE.  HOWEVER, THE PERFORMANCE OF THE SYSTEM IN MEETING
           CLEAN-UP GOALS SHOULD BE DEMONSTRATED PRIOR TO IMPLEMENTATION.

      *    DEPENDING UPON THE CONTAMINANTS AND THE SOLVENTS USED, AIR
           (VAPOR) EMISSIONS FROM THE PROCESS MAY HAVE TO BE EXAMINED.

      *    THE PRIMARY NEGATIVE PUBLIC HEALTH OR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
           WHICH MAY ARISE FROM THIS ALTERNATIVE CONCERN THE REDISPOSAL
           OF THE CONTAMINATED WASH SOLUTIONS FROM THE PROCESS.

   COST

        COST EVALUATION FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS ALTERNATIVE IS PRESENTED
   IN TABLES 5-1 AND 5-2.  WHILE THE SOIL WASH PROCESS HAS BEEN USED AT A
   LIMITED NUMBER OF INSTALLATIONS, THE TECHNIQUE IS RELATIVELY NEW, AND
   THE COST OF IMPLEMENTATION AT THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE MAY THEREFORE
   BE SPECULATIVE.

   ALTERNATIVE 5. - IN-SITU TREATMENT (VITRIFICATION)

        THIS ALTERNATIVE EMPLOYS AN INNOVATIVE SOIL TREATMENT TECHNOLOGY,



   VITRIFICATION, IN AN ATTEMPT TO ACHIEVE ADEQUATE CONTAINMENT OR
   TREATMENT OF CONTAMINANTS WITHOUT THE REQUIREMENT FOR EXCAVATION OF THE
   WASTE AND SUBSEQUENT REBURIAL/DISPOSAL AND ASSOCIATED OPERATIONS.
   POTENTIAL SAVINGS IN TIME AND EXPENSE, AND REDUCTIONS IN OPERATING
   HAZARDS TO BE GAINED BY ELIMINATING THESE OPERATIONS MUST BE EVALUATED
   AGAINST POTENTIAL TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION/OPERATING COSTS AND UNCERTAINTIES
   ASSOCIATED WITH THE VITRIFICATION PROCESS.  SINCE THE PROCESS IS STILL
   IN AN EARLY STAGE OF DEVELOPMENT, PROJECTED COSTS ARE SOMEWHAT
   UNCERTAIN.  FURTHERMORE, APPLICATION OF THE PROCESS TO THE HIGHLY
   HETEROGENEOUS FILL MATERIALS, WOULD REQUIRE INVESTIGATORY AND PILOT
   STUDIES, AND THE COST AND TIME REQUIRED FOR THIS DEVELOPMENT WORK
   SHOULD BE CONSIDERED.

        THE TREATMENT TO BE ACHIEVED BY IN-SITU VITRIFICATION CONSISTS OF
   IMMOBILIZATION OF METALS WITHIN A CRYSTALLINE MATRIX, AND
   VOLATILIZATION, FOLLOWED BY COMBUSTION/OXIDATION, OF ORGANICS.  THE
   ACTUAL PERFORMANCE OF THE PROCESS IN CAPTURE/DESTRUCTION OF ORGANICS
   MUST BE DEMONSTRATED PRIOR TO IMPLEMENTATION.

        IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS ALTERNATIVE INVOLVES THE FOLLOWING STEPS:

        *  REMOVAL OF CLEAN PORTION OF EXISTING CAP, SAVED FOR
           REPLACEMENT.

        *  IN-SITU VITRIFICATION OF CONTAMINATED FILL AREA, EXTENDING INTO
           SUBSOIL LAYER.

        *  REPLACEMENT OF CLEAN CAP MATERIALS, PLUS MAKEUP FILL AND COVER
           SOIL AS REQUIRED.

        *  GRADING/VEGETATION.

   IMPLEMENTABILITY

        LITERATURE REPORTS INDICATE THAT VITRIFICATION OF CONTAMINATED
   SOILS RESULTS IN THE FORMATION OF A STABLE GLASSLIKE AND CRYSTALLINE
   MASS WHICH IS QUITE RESISTANT TO LEACHING AND WEATHERING (OMA, ET AL,
   1983).  IT SHOULD THEREFORE, IN SUCH APPLICATIONS, RESULT IN AN
   ESSENTIALLY PERMANENT REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGY, AS LONG AS NO FUTURE USE OF
   THE PROPERTY WOULD REQUIRE EXCAVATION.

        TESTING HAS DEMONSTRATED THAT THE ISV PROCESS IS EFFECTIVE AT
   DEPTHS UP TO 10-13 METERS (33 TO 43 FEET) (OMA ET AL, 1983) WHICH IS
   ADEQUATE FOR THE WASTES AT THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE.  A MAJOR
   UNCERTAINTY IN THE APPLICATION OF ISV OR ANY IN-SITU PROCESS TO MATERIAL
   LIKE THAT AT THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE INVOLVES THE HETEROGENEITY OF THE
   MATERIALS AND THE CAPABILITY OF THE TECHNOLOGY TO DEAL WITH VOID SPACES
   AND DISCONTINUITIES.  LITERATURE REPORTS INDICATE THAT IN-SITU
   VITRIFICATION IS NOT SIGNIFICANTLY AFFECTED BY METAL INCLUSIONS UNLESS A
   FULL ELECTRICAL SHORT CIRCUIT OCCURS, AND METAL FRACTIONS AS HIGH AS 5%
   OF THE TOTAL WEIGHT MAY BE ACCOMMODATED.  CEMENT AND CONCRETE INCLUSIONS
   ARE REPORTED TO DISSOLVE IN THE MELT.  VITRIFICATION OF SOIL CONTAINING
   SEALED CONTAINERS (E.G., DRUMS) RESULTED IN BREACHING OF THE CONTAINER
   AND RELEASE OF GAS TO BE CAPTURED IN THE ISV OFFGAS HOOD (OMA ET AL,
   1983; FITZPATRICK, 1987A).  MORE RECENT RESULTS INDICATE THAT LARGE VOID
   SPACES MAY BE ACCOMMODATED, APPARENTLY BY COALESCENCE OF THE MELT ZONE
   INTO THE VOID (FITZPATRICK, 1987B).

        THE EXISTENCE OF THE SHALLOW WATER TABLE IN THE BASE OF THE FILL
   MAY AFFECT ISV OPERATIONS.  ENERGY REQUIREMENTS AND COST WILL INCREASE
   DUE TO THE NECESSITY FOR EVAPORATING THIS MOISTURE.  IF AN ELECTRICAL
   SHORT CIRCUIT IS ACHIEVED THE PROCESS WILL BE COMPROMISED.

        THE EQUIPMENT FOR ISV HAS APPARENTLY FUNCTIONED WELL DURING
   TESTING.  HOWEVER, OPERATIONS ON THE SCALE NECESSARY AT THE KANE AND
   LOMBARD SITE HAVE APPARENTLY NOT BEEN DEMONSTRATED.



        OPERATIONAL CAUTIONS WHICH SHOULD BE CONSIDERED IN THE
   IMPLEMENTATION OF ISV MAY INCLUDE POTENTIAL FOR ACCIDENTAL GAS RELEASE
   DUE TO HOOD FAILURE, AND PRECAUTIONS ASSOCIATED WITH HIGH TEMPERATURE
   AND HIGH VOLTAGE EQUIPMENT.

        CURRENT INFORMATION ON THE PROCESSING RATE FOR VITRIFICATION
   INDICATES THAT COMPLETE VITRIFICATION OF THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE,
   ASSUMING 24 HOURS/DAY OF OPERATION, WOULD TAKE 4.5 YEARS.

   WHILE RESEARCH AND PILOT TESTING OF THIS PROCESS INDICATES PROMISE FOR
   APPLICATION IN HETEROGENEOUS MATERIALS IT HAS NOT BEEN DEMONSTRATED FOR
   HIGHLY HETEROGENEOUS LANDFILL MATERIALS SUCH AS ARE PRESENT AT THE KANE
   AND LOMBARD SITE.  SUBSTANTIAL DEVELOPMENT WORK WILL BE REQUIRED PRIOR
   TO THIS SELECTION OF THIS OPTION.

   EFFECTIVENESS

      * THIS ALTERNATIVE IS LIKELY TO ACHIEVE OR EXCEED CLEANUP LEVELS FOR
        ORGANICS IN SOIL, AND WILL SUBSTANTIALLY REDUCE CONTRIBUTION OF ALL
        CONTAMINANTS (ORGANICS AND METALS) TO GROUND WATER; AS WITH OTHER
        OPTIONS, THE DEGREE OF GROUND WATER REMEDIATION TO BE ACHIEVED IS
        DIFFICULT TO QUANTIFY.  THE IMMOBILIZATION OF METALS IN THE
        CRYSTALLINE MATRIX WILL REDUCE INCIDENTAL EXPOSURE TO THESE
        CONTAMINANTS, BUT ANY FUTURE USE SUCH AS CONSTRUCTION WHICH
        REQUIRES EXCAVATION OF THE MATERIAL MAY RESULT IN SOME HAZARD.  THE
        NATIVE OF THE SOLIDIFIED MASS MAY ITSELF OBVIATE SUCH FUTURE USE.

      * GOVERNMENT AND LOCAL OPPOSITION TO THIS ALTERNATIVE AS A LONG TERM
        SOLUTION WOULD LIKELY BE LIMITED TO CONCERN OVER LONG-TERM
        PROHIBITION OF FUTURE LAND USE, AS WITH CERTAIN OTHER OPTIONS.
        LONG-TERM IMPACT IN TERMS OF MAINTENANCE MONITORING OR SURVEILLANCE
        SHOULD BE RELATIVELY LOW.

      * SHORT TERM IMPACTS ON THE SURROUNDING COMMUNITY WOULD BE THOSE
        RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES AT THE SITE (NOISE, ODOR, TRAFFIC).

      * MATERIALS LIKELY TO BE TRANSPORTED OFF-SITE UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE
        WOULD BE LIMITED TO THE DEBRIS REMOVAL TO CLEAN OUT THE EXISTING
        DRAINAGE DITCH.  THESE MATERIALS WOULD, UNLESS SAMPLING COULD
        ESTABLISH OTHERWISE, BE HANDLED AS HAZARDOUS AND THEREFORE BE
        SUBJECT TO FEDERAL AND STATE DOT REGULATIONS.

      * THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD APPEAR TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE LONG-TERM
        PROTECTION OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT, SO LONG AS THE
        SOLIDIFIED MASS IS LEFT INTACT AND IN PLACE.

      * AS LONG AS AIR EMISSIONS FROM THE OFF-GAS HOOD ARE EFFECTIVELY
        AND CONSISTENTLY CONTROLLED, THE DEGREE OF SHORT-TERM
        (IMPLEMENTATION PHASE) HAZARD TO PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT
        SHOULD NOT BE EXCESSIVE.

   COST

        COST EVALUATION FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS ALTERNATIVE IS CONTAINED
   IN TABLES 6-1 AND 6-2.  COST FOR THE ACTUAL VITRIFICATION PROCESS HAVE
   BEEN DEVELOPED FROM VENDOR CONTACT, AND SHOULD BE CONSIDERED SPECULATIVE
   IN THE ABSENCE OF TESTING AND DETAILED TREATABILITY ANALYSIS.

   #RA
   RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

        SECTION 121 OF THE SUPERFUND AMENDMENTS AND REAUTHORIZATION ACT
   (SARA) OF 1986 AND THE CURRENT VERSION OF THE NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN
   (NCP) (50 FED REG. 47912, NOVEMBER 20, 1985) ESTABLISHES A VARIETY OF
   REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO THE LEVEL OF CLEANUP FOR REMEDIAL ACTIONS UNDER
   CERCLA.  APPLYING THE CURRENT EVALUATION CRITERIA (IMPLEMENTABILITY,
   EFFECTIVENESS, AND COST THAT WAS PREVIOUSLY DESCRIBED UNDER EACH OF THE



   FIVE ALTERNATIVES), WE RECOMMEND THAT ALTERNATIVE 2 BE IMPLEMENTED AT
   THE KANE AND LOMBARD SUPERFUND SITE.

        THIS REMEDY IS A SOURCE CONTROL ACTION FOR THE SITE.  GROUND WATER
   IN THE AREA WILL BE DEFERRED IN THIS RECORD OF DECISION UNTIL FURTHER
   INVESTIGATIONS ON OTHER POTENTIAL SITES IN THE NEARBY AREA ARE
   CONCLUDED.  THIS REMEDY DOES NOT ATTEMPT TO ENSURE COMPLIANCE WITH ALL
   ARARS FOR THE ENTIRE SITE, BUT WILL BE CONSISTENT, TO THE EXTENT
   PRACTICABLE, WITH THOSE ACTION SPECIFIC ARARS.  CERCLA SS121 PROVIDES
   THAT UNDER CERTAIN CIRCUMSTANCES AN OTHERWISE APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND
   APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENT CAN BE WAIVED.  THESE WAIVERS APPLY ONLY TO THE
   ATTAINMENT OF THE ARAR, OTHER STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS, SUCH AS THAT
   REMEDIES BE PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT, CANNOT BE
   WAIVED.  CERCLA SS121 (D)(4) PROVIDES WAIVERS WHICH WERE CONSIDERED IN
   RECOMMENDING THIS ALTERNATIVE.  THE FOLLOWING WAIVERS ARE APPLICABLE TO
   THIS SITE:  1) INTERIM REMEDY; 2) GREATER RISK TO HEALTH OR THE
   ENVIRONMENT, 3) TECHNICAL IMPRACTICABILITY AND 4) FUND BALANCING.

        ALTERNATIVE 2 IS A SOURCE CONTROL REMEDY AND CAN BE VIEWED AS AN
   INTERIM REMEDY BECAUSE GROUND WATER IN THE SECOND AND THIRD
   WATER-BEARING ZONES ARE NOT ADDRESSED.  AS STATED PREVIOUSLY, THE GROUND
   WATER IN THIS AREA WILL BE ADDRESSED AT THE CONCLUSION OF THE
   INVESTIGATION OF OTHER POTENTIAL SOURCES.

        ALTERNATIVES 3, 4 AND 5 POSSIBLY PROVIDE PERMANENT SOLUTIONS TO THE
   SITE; HOWEVER, THE RISK ASSOCIATED WITH THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THESE
   ALTERNATIVES PROVIDES A GREATER RISK TO THE HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT
   VIA AIR EMISSIONS THAN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE 2.

        DUE TO THE ENORMOUS AMOUNT OF CONSTRUCTION MATERIAL AND DEBRIS
   BURIED ON-SITE, TOTAL EXCAVATION REQUIRED UNDER ALTERNATIVES 3, 4 AND 5
   WOULD BE TECHNICALLY IMPRACTICABLE AND COSTLY.  ALTERNATIVE 2 WILL FOCUS
   ON REMOVING SELECTED HOT SPOTS IDENTIFIED IN THE GEOPHYSICAL SURVEY AND
   SAMPLING ANALYSES, VERSUS THE ENTIRE SITE AND IS LESS COSTLY.

        TABLE 8 LISTS STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS AND ARARS APPLICABLE TO ALTERNATIVE 2.

        THIS ALTERNATIVE CONSISTS OF THE FOLLOWING:

        *  REMOVAL OF DRUMS AND HOT SPOTS CONTAMINATED SOIL ON THE SITE.

        *  SITE CLEANING AND REMOVAL OF VEGETATION TO THE EXTENT NECESSARY
           FOR CONSTRUCTION OF THE NECESSARY COMPONENTS.

        *  CONSTRUCTION OF SUBSURFACE CONTAINMENT/DIVERSION STRUCTURES TO
           BOTH PREVENT THE UNCONTROLLED LATERAL MIGRATION OF PRESENTLY
           CONTAMINATED SHALLOW GROUND WATER FROM THE SITE, AND PREVENT THE
           LATERAL RECHARGE FLOW OF UNCONTAMINATED GROUND WATER INTO THE
           WASTE AREA.

        *  CONSTRUCTION OF A MULTILAYER SOIL CAP OVER THE AREA TO PREVENT
           THE INFILTRATION OF PRECIPITATION AND SURFACE WATER INTO THE
           WASTE AREA.

        *  CONSTRUCTION OF A DRAINAGE SYSTEM.

        *  CLEARING OF DRAINAGE DITCH ALONG THE EAST SIDE OF THE SITE.

        *  DEVELOPMENT OF NECESSARY SURFACE WATER RUNOFF MANAGEMENT
           FACILITIES.

        *  CONTINUED GROUND WATER MONITORING OF THE SITE.

        THE CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT OF THIS ALTERNATIVE IS PRESENTED IN
   FIGURE 4.  THIS CONFIGURATION HAS BEEN DEVELOPED TO PROVIDE, TO THE
   EXTENT POSSIBLE, COMPLETE ON-SITE MANAGEMENT OF SURFACE WATER.



        ALONG THE EASTERN BOUNDARY OF THE FILL, GROUND WATER CONTAINMENT IS
   PROVIDED BY THE SUBSURFACE SLURRY WALL.  ALONG THE NORTH BOUNDARY
   (LOMBARD STREET) A SIMILAR SUBSURFACE BARRIER IS USED.

        IN THIS REGION, HOWEVER, THE WALL MUST BE CONSTRUCTED THROUGH FILL
   MATERIALS, WHICH COMPLICATES THE CONSTRUCTION PROCESS ITSELF, INVOLVES
   UNCERTAINTIES REGARDING WALL CONTINUITY, AND RAISES CONCERNS OVER ITS
   LONG-TERM PHYSICAL AND CHEMICAL INTEGRITY.  HOWEVER, THERE ARE A
   VARIETY OF COMPLICATIONS AND UNKNOWNS WHICH SHOULD BE CONSIDERED.  THESE
   INCLUDE THE INCREASED AMOUNT OF EXCAVATION REQUIRED TO WORK AROUND
   BURIED OBJECTS, THE UNKNOWN ADDITIONAL SLURRY WHICH MAY BE NEEDED TO
   ACHIEVE AN EFFECTIVE SEAL IN THE POROUS FILL, AND THE REQUIREMENT FOR
   DISPOSAL OF WASTES EXCAVATED FROM THE TRENCH AND THEIR REPLACEMENT WITH
   IMPORTED FILL (AS OPPOSED TO THE MORE COMMON REUSE OF TRENCH EXCAVATED
   AS BACKFILL).  THESE COMPLICATIONS INTRODUCE ADDITIONAL UNCERTAINTIES
   INTO THE COST ESTIMATES.  WHILE OTHER SUBSURFACE STRUCTURES (DIAPHRAGM
   OR PILING WALLS) MAY PROVIDE GREATER STRUCTURAL RIGIDITY IN THIS AREA,
   THEY MAY ALSO INVOLVE SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER PERMEABILITIES.

        ALONG THE SOUTH SIDE, THE SUBSURFACE CONTAINMENT STRUCTURE HAS BEEN
   EXTENDED TO THE SOUTHWEST IN SUCH A WAY AS TO TIE INTO THE TOPOGRAPHY IN
   THE SOUTHWESTERN CORNER AND DIVERT ALL GROUND WATER, ENTERING FROM THE
   SOUTHWEST, TO THE NORTHEAST, GENERALLY SIMILAR TO ITS NATURAL FLOW.

        FOLLOWING CONSTRUCTION OF THE SUBSURFACE CONTAINMENT/DIVERSION
   SYSTEM, THE SITE WILL BE CAPPED TO PREVENT INFILTRATION OF
   PRECIPITATION.  CAP CONSTRUCTION WILL INCLUDE THE CONSTRUCTION OF
   DRAINAGE CHANNELS AND APPROPRIATE GRADING TO DIRECT RUNOFF TO THE EAST
   FOR DISCHARGE IN THE EXISTING DRAINAGE DITCH ALONG THE EASTERN BOUNDARY.

        THE FIRST WATER BEARING ZONE CONTAINED WITHIN THE SITE WILL BE
   DEWATERED BY THE PLACEMENT OF A SHALLOW SUMP IN THE NORTHEAST AREA OF
   THE CONFINED ZONE, TO INTERCEPT THIS WATER AS IT FLOWS NATURALLY TO THE
   NORTHEAST.  A NEW CAP SYSTEM AND SUBSURFACE BARRIER/WALL WILL MINIMIZE
   ENTRY INTO THE SITE AND THE SHALLOW SUMP WILL WITHDRAW EXISTING WATER
   FROM THE SHALLOW ZONE.  CURRENT EVIDENCE INDICATES THAT THIS ZONE WILL
   DRAIN, OVER A PERIOD OF YEARS AT A DECLINING RATE.  SINCE THIS WATER IS
   CONTAMINATED IT WILL NOT BE DISCHARGED DIRECTLY TO THE SURFACE OR STORM
   SEWERS.  THE PREFERENTIAL DISPOSITION FOR THIS RELATIVELY SMALL FLOW
   WOULD BE DISCHARGE TO THE SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM AND HENCE TO THE
   MUNICIPAL WASTE WATER TREATMENT PLANT, UNDER AN AGREEMENT WITH THE CITY.
   THIS PROPOSAL HAS BEEN DISCUSSED WITH THE STATE AND THE CITY.

   COMPARISON OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE

        TABLE 7 PROVIDES A COMPARISON OF THE FIVE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
   DESCRIBED IN THE ROD.

   #SCH
   SCHEDULE

   CONCURRENCE OF ROD                       SEPTEMBER 1987

   NEGOTIATIONS WITH PRPS                   OCTOBER 1987 - DECEMBER 1987

   INITIATE DESIGN PHASE                    JANUARY 1988

   COMPLETE DESIGN                          JUNE 1988

   INITIATE CONSTRUCTION                    AUGUST 1988.

   #TMA
   TABLES, MEMORANDA, ATTACHMENTS
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                         FINAL RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

                             KANE AND LOMBARD SITE

                              BALTIMORE, MARYLAND

        FROM AUGUST 30, 1987 THROUGH SEPTEMBER 28, 1987, THE U.S.
   ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA) HELD A PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ON
   THE FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) FOR THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE IN BALTIMORE,
   MARYLAND.  THE PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT IS TO SUMMARIZE COMMENTS ON THE
   FS EXPRESSED BY RESIDENTS, LOCAL OFFICIALS, AND OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES
   DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND TO PROVIDE EPA RESPONSES TO THOSE
   COMMENTS.

       THIS RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY IS DIVIDED INTO THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS:

            SECTION I      SITE BACKGROUND.  THIS SECTION PROVIDES A BRIEF
                           SITE HISTORY AND DISCUSSES EPA'S PREFERRED
                           ALTERNATIVE FOR REMEDIAL ACTION.

            SECTION II     SUMMARY OF MAJOR COMMENTS AND EPA RESPONSES.
                           ALL COMMENTS ARE CATEGORIZED BY RELEVANT TOPICS.
                           EPA RESPONSES TO THESE COMMENTS ALSO ARE
                           PROVIDED.

   I. SITE BACKGROUND

        THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE IS AN 8.4 ACRE PARCEL OF UNDEVELOPED LAND
   LOCATED IN BALTIMORE, MARYLAND.  THE SITE IS BOUNDED ON THE NORTH BY
   LOMBARD STREET, ON THE SOUTH BY PATTERSON HIGH SCHOOL, ON THE EAST BY
   RECREATIONAL FIELDS, AND TO THE WEST BY A TRUCKING COMPANY.  LOCATED IN
   THE ORANGEVILLE SECTION OF THE CITY, THE SITE IS SITUATED LESS THAN 1/2
   MILE FROM A RESIDENTIAL AREA AND THE FRANCIS SCOTT KEY MEDICAL CENTER.

        ACCORDING TO SITE RECORDS, THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE WAS USED TO
   DISPOSE OF CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION DEBRIS, HOUSEHOLD TRASH, AND
   INDUSTRIAL WASTES.  THE SITE CAME TO THE ATTENTION OF THE STATE OF
   MARYLAND IN 1980 WHEN SEVERAL HUNDRED DRUMS WERE DISCOVERED ON SITE.
   FOLLOWING UNSUCCESSFUL EFFORTS BY THE STATE TO FORCE THE OWNER TO CLEAN
   UP THE SITE, EPA REMOVED APPROXIMATELY 1200 DRUMS AND THE SURFACE SOIL
   LAYER FROM THE SITE.  EPA THEN STABILIZED THE SITE BY REGRADING,
   COVERING THE SITE WITH A CLAY CAP, AND REVEGETATING THE SITE AREA.  IN
   1984, THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE WAS ADDED TO EPA'S NATIONAL PRIORITIES
   LIST (NPL) AND IN OCTOBER 1985, CONTRACTORS TO EPA BEGAN A REMEDIAL
   INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) OF THE SITE.

        REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION ACTIVITIES AT THE SITE INCLUDED EXAMINATION
   OF THE SITE'S HISTORY AND CURRENT CONDITIONS WITH RESPECT TO SURFACE
   CHARACTERISTICS, SUBSURFACE SOIL AND GEOLOGIC CHARACTERISTICS, AND
   SURFACE AND SUBSURFACE WATER CHARACTERISTICS.  THE RI THEN CHARACTERIZED
   THE CHEMICAL CONTAMINATION REMAINING AT THE SITE BY SAMPLING SITE SOILS
   AND GROUND WATER AND ASSESSED THE PUBLIC HEALTH THREAT POSED BY THE
   SITE.

        USING INFORMATION COLLECTED DURING THE RI, EPA DEVELOPED AN FS THAT
   DESCRIBES AND EVALUATES ALTERNATIVES FOR ADDRESSING CONTAMINATION AT THE
   SITE.  THESE ALTERNATIVES -- KNOWN AS REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES -- WERE
   EVALUATED ON THE BASIS OF HOW EASILY THEY COULD BE IMPLEMENTED, HOW
   SUCCESSFULLY THEY COULD PROTECT PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT, AND
   HOW MUCH THEY WERE LIKELY TO COST.  AS PART OF THE FS, A VARIETY OF
   TECHNOLOGIES FOR CONTROLLING SOURCES OF CONTAMINANTS WERE SCREENED AND
   APPLIED TO THE ALTERNATIVES PROPOSED FOR ADDRESSING CONTAMINATION AT THE
   KANE AND LOMBARD SITE.  BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF OTHER, OFF-SITE
   SOURCES OF CONTAMINATION, THE FS WAS LIMITED IN SCOPE TO CONSIDERING THE
   CONTAMINATED SOIL SOURCES AT THE SITE.  DESCRIBED IN DETAIL IN THE FS
   REPORT, THESE ALTERNATIVES ARE SUMMARIZED IN THE PROPOSED REMEDIAL



   ACTION PLAN (PRAP).  THE PRAP PRESENTS A BRIEF SUMMARY OF THE REMEDIAL
   ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPED IN THE FS REPORT, IDENTIFIES AN ALTERNATIVE
   PREFERRED BY EPA, AND PROVIDES THE BASIS FOR THE AGENCY'S PREFERENCE.

        AFTER CAREFUL CONSIDERATION OF THE PROPOSED REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES,
   EPA'S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE FOR ADDRESSING CONTAMINATION AT THE KANE AND
   LOMBARD SITE IS ALTERNATIVE 2:  CONTAINMENT.  THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD
   INVOLVE:

        - CLEARING THE SITE;

        - REMOVING DRUMS ON THE SITE;

        - CONSTRUCTING A SLURRY WALL BELOW THE SURFACE OF THE SITE TO
          CONTAIN CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER WITHIN THE SITE AND DIVERT
          UNCONTAMINATED GROUND WATER AWAY FROM THE SITE;

        - CONSTRUCTING A CAP AND DRAINAGE CHANNELS TO PREVENT PRECIPITATION
          FROM SEEPING THROUGH CONTAMINATED MATERIALS; AND

        - INSTALLING FACILITIES TO REMOVE THE GROUND WATER FROM
          WITHIN THE CONTAINED AREA.

   WHILE NO REDUCTION OR OTHER MODIFICATION OF SITE CONTAMINATION TAKES
   PLACE, THIS ALTERNATIVE FOCUSES ON ISOLATING THE WASTES, IN PLACE, FROM
   CONTACT WITH GROUND OR SURFACE WATERS, AS A MEANS OF REDUCING OR
   ELIMINATING THEIR CONTRIBUTION TO WATER CONTAMINATION.  BY IMPLEMENTING
   SITE SECURITY MEASURES, DIRECT CONTACT WITH WASTE MATERIALS WILL BE
   PREVENTED.

   II. SUMMARY OF MAJOR COMMENTS AND EPA RESPONSES

        EPA HELD A PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ON THE KANE AND LOMBARD FS REPORT
   FROM AUGUST 30, 1987 TO SEPTEMBER 28, 1987.  A PUBLIC MEETING WAS HELD
   AT THE PATTERSON HIGH SCHOOL ON SEPTEMBER 10, 1987 AT 7:00 P.M.  THOSE
   ATTENDING THE MEETING INCLUDED REPRESENTATIVES FROM EPA, THE MARYLAND
   DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE (MDHMH) WASTE MANAGEMENT
   ADMINISTRATION, AREA NEWS REPORTERS, AND APPROXIMATELY 30 COMMUNITY
   RESIDENTS.  DURING THE MEETING, EPA STAFF PRESENTED AN OVERVIEW OF THE
   EVENTS THAT HAD OCCURRED AT THE SITE, DESCRIBED HOW THE SUPERFUND
   CLEANUP PROGRAM WORKS, DESCRIBED THE PROPOSED REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES,
   AND EXPLAINED WHY EPA HAD CHOSEN ALTERNATIVE 2 AS THE PREFERRED
   ALTERNATIVE.  FOLLOWING THIS PRESENTATION, EPA ANSWERED QUESTIONS FROM
   THE CITIZENS ABOUT THE PROPOSED REMEDIES AND THE CLEANUP OF THE SITE.

        EPA PARTICIPATED IN A FOLLOW-UP MEETING ON SEPTEMBER 21, 1987 AT
   9:00 A.M.  IN THE OFFICES OF CONGRESSMAN BENJAMIN CARDIN (MARYLAND -
   DISTRICT 3) TO BRIEF THE CONGRESSMAN AND HIS STAFF ON THE PROPOSED AND
   PREFERRED REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES.  THE MEETING WAS ATTENDED BY
   REPRESENTATIVES FROM EPA; STAFF FROM THE MDHMH WASTE MANAGEMENT
   ADMINISTRATION, PUBLIC INFORMATION, AND COMMUNITY RELATIONS OFFICES; AND
   CITIZEN REPRESENTATIVES FROM THE EASTWOOD CIVIC ASSOCIATION AND THE
   BEDCO ASSOCIATION.

        QUESTIONS, COMMENTS, AND CONCERNS RECEIVED DURING BOTH MEETINGS AND
   THROUGHOUT THE COMMENT PERIOD ARE SUMMARIZED BELOW AND ARE CATEGORIZED
   BY RELEVANT TOPICS.  EACH COMMENT IS FOLLOWED BY EPA'S RESPONSE.

   ON-SITE CONTAMINATION

   QUESTION:  MANY RESIDENTS ASKED WHAT CHEMICALS EPA FOUND AT THE SITE.

   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT NO CONTAMINATION WAS FOUND IN EITHER THE AIR
   OR THE SURFACE WATER AT THE SITE; HOWEVER, THE SOIL AT THE SITE WAS
   CONTAMINATED WITH BOTH ORGANIC AND INORGANIC CHEMICALS.  THE PRIMARY
   CONTAMINANT FOUND IN SURFACE AND SUBSURFACE SOILS WAS LEAD.  OTHER
   CONTAMINANTS FOUND IN THE SOIL INCLUDED POLYNUCLEAR AROMATICS (PNAS),



   PHTHALATES, TOLUENE, INORGANIC COMPOUNDS, AND POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS
   (PCBS).  THE FIRST GROUND WATER ZONE, WHICH EXTENDS TO A DEPTH OF
   APPROXIMATELY 10 FEET, WAS SHOWN TO BE CONTAMINATED WITH CADMIUM,
   CHROMIUM, NICKEL, VINYL CHLORIDE, DICHLOROETHYLENE, AND TRICHLOROETHENE.

   QUESTION:  SEVERAL RESIDENTS ASKED WHAT CHEMICALS CONTINUE TO REMAIN ON
              SITE.

   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT FOUR TO FIVE BARRELS REMAINED ON SITE AFTER
   THE 1984 EMERGENCY REMOVAL ACTION.  THESE DRUMS WERE FOUND TO CONTAIN
   NON-TOXIC INERT CHEMICAL RESIDUES AND DO NOT PRESENT A HEALTH THREAT.

   QUESTION:  MANY RESIDENTS EXPRESSED CONCERN THAT THE FENCE SURROUNDING
   THE SITE WAS INADEQUATE AND THAT AREA CHILDREN EASILY COULD GAIN ACCESS
   TO THE SITE.  IN ADDITION, SEVERAL RESIDENTS CITED A RECENT BALTIMORE
   SUN ARTICLE THAT REFERRED TO BREAKS IN THE FENCE.

   RESPONSE:  EPA RESPONDED THAT NO HOLES HAD BEEN FOUND IN THE FENCE AND
   THAT REPRESENTATIVES OF MDHMH CHECKED THE FENCE MONTHLY AND ALSO HAD
   FOUND NO BREAKS OR HOLES.  EPA ITERATED THE IMPORTANCE OF PARENTS
   STRESSING TO AREA CHILDREN THAT THE SITE WAS ILLEGAL TO ENTER WITHOUT
   PERMISSION AND THAT UNAUTHORIZED ENTRY COULD POSE A HEALTH RISK.

   QUESTION:  SEVERAL INDIVIDUALS SUGGESTED THAT MANY RESIDENTS BELIEVED
   THAT THE SITE HAD BEEN CLEANED-UP BY THE 1984 EMERGENCY REMOVAL ACTION,
   AND WERE SURPRISED TO LEARN THAT EPA PLANNED ADDITIONAL ACTION AT THE SITE.

   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT THE AGENCY IS AWARE THAT CITIZENS LIVING
   NEAR AN EMERGENCY SITE ARE OFTEN LEFT WITH THE IMPRESSION THAT ONCE THE
   EMERGENCY REMOVAL ACTION IS COMPLETE THAT THE SITE IS CLEANED-UP.  EPA
   NOTED THAT AFTER THE 1984 EMERGENCY REMOVAL ACTIONS, THE AGENCY
   DISTRIBUTED A FACT SHEET EXPLAINING THAT THE EMERGENCY ACTIONS HAD
   ELIMINATED ANY IMMEDIATE HEALTH THREAT, AND THAT THE SITE WAS
   STABILIZED.  THE FACT SHEET ALSO EXPLAINED THE RI/FS PROCESS THAT EPA
   MUST UNDERTAKE TO DEVELOP A LONG-TERM REMEDIAL PLAN FOR SUPERFUND SITES.
   EPA ALSO NOTED THAT DURING THE INTERIM PERIOD BETWEEN 1984 AND THE
   RELEASE OF THE FINAL RI/FS REPORT, EPA CONTRACTORS REGRADED THE
   TEMPORARY CAP AND RE-SEEDED THE SITE SEVERAL TIMES.

   QUESTION:  ONE RESIDENT ASKED IF CONTAMINATION AT THE SITE COULD EFFECT
   THE AIR.

   RESPONSE:  EPA SAID, THAT THERE HAD BEEN NO DETECTION OF AIR EMISSIONS
   OR AIR CONTAMINATION AT THE SITE.

   QUESTION:  SEVERAL INDIVIDUALS ASKED WHAT THE CURRENT RISK WOULD BE TO
   AN INDIVIDUAL WHO ENTERED THE SITE.

   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT THERE WOULD BE VIRTUALLY NO HEALTH RISK TO
   ANYONE WHO SIMPLY WALKED ACROSS THE SITE, AND THE ONLY HEALTH RISK THAT
   EXISTED WOULD RESULT FROM THE INGESTION OF CONTAMINATED SOIL.

   QUESTION:  RESIDENTS ALSO ASKED HOW LONG THE CONTAMINATION WILL STAY IN
   THE GROUND.

   RESPONSE:  THE METALS THAT WERE FOUND IN THE GROUND AT THE KANE AND
   LOMBARD SITE WILL REMAIN IN THAT SOIL VIRTUALLY FOREVER.  EPA STATED
   THAT THE RISK OF EXPOSURE TO THE METALS THAT WERE BURIED IN THE SOIL WAS
   EXTREMELY SLIGHT AND THAT EXPOSURE TO LEAD, THE METAL THAT POSES THE
   GREATEST HEALTH THREAT, MUST OCCUR FOR A LONG PERIOD OF TIME BEFORE ANY
   ADVERSE HEALTH EFFECTS WOULD DEVELOP.  EPA ALSO STATED THAT THE PROPOSED
   CLAY CAP FOR THE SITE WOULD ELIMINATE ANY RISKS OF EXPOSURE OF RESIDENTS
   TO THE CONTAMINANTS.

   QUESTION:  A RESIDENT ASKED WHAT THE RISK OF EXPOSURE TO RESIDENTS WAS
   FROM THE SITE.



   RESPONSE:  EPA RESPONDED THAT THE ONLY HEALTH RISK FROM THE SITE WAS
   EXPOSURE TO LEAD THAT WOULD OCCUR IF INDIVIDUALS WERE ON TOP OF THE SITE
   AND WERE EXPOSED TO CONTAMINATED SOIL FOR A LENGTHY PERIOD OF TIME, OR
   DIRECTLY INGESTED THE SOIL.  EPA CONFIRMED THAT THE SITE POSED NO HEALTH
   THREAT TO RESIDENTS LIVING IN THE AREA OF THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE.

   GROUND-WATER ISSUES

   QUESTION:  RESIDENTS ASKED IF GROUND-WATER CONTAMINATION AT THE KANE AND
   LOMBARD SITE WAS SIGNIFICANT.

   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT THE PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION AT THE KANE AND
   LOMBARD SITE DOES NOT SPECIFICALLY ADDRESS THE CLEAN-UP OF GROUND-WATER
   CONTAMINATION BECAUSE GROUND WATER IN THE AREA IS KNOWN TO BE
   CONTAMINATED (POTENTIALLY FROM OTHER SITES IN THE AREA AS WELL AS THE
   KANE AND LOMBARD SITE).  AREA GROUND-WATER CONTAMINATION WILL BE THE
   SUBJECT OF A GREATER EPA STUDY AIMED AT TREATING AND CLEANING UP AREA
   GROUND WATER.  EPA RESPONDED THAT ALTERNATIVE 2 BEST ADDRESSED
   ADDITIONAL GROUND-WATER CONTAMINATION BY PREVENTING THE SEEPAGE OF
   SURFACE WATER THROUGH THE CONTAMINATED SOIL THUS PREVENTING CONTAMINANTS
   FROM ENTERING THE GROUND WATER AND BY UTILIZING A SLURRY WALL TO DIVERT
   THE EXISTING CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER IN THE FIRST GROUND-WATER ZONE
   (KNOWN AS THE FIRST BARRIER ZONE) TO A LOCAL WASTE WATER TREATMENT
   PLANT.  THIS PLANT IS DESIGNED TO TREAT WATER MORE SEVERELY CONTAMINATED
   THAN THE WATER THAT WOULD BE COLLECTED AT THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE.

   QUESTION:  RESIDENTS ALSO ASKED WHAT CHEMICALS WERE CONTAMINATING THE
   GROUND WATER.

   RESPONSE:  EPA RESPONDED THAT THE SITE GROUND WATER IS CONTAMINATED
   PRIMARILY WITH ORGANICS.

   QUESTION:  RESIDENTS EXPRESSED CONCERN THAT THE BACKWATER TREATMENT
   PLANT, TARGETED TO RECEIVE THE DIVERTED GROUND WATER FROM THE FIRST
   WATER BARRIER ZONE UNDER THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE, COULD NOT HANDLE
   THE ADDITIONAL WASTE.

   RESPONSE:  EPA RESPONDED THAT THE PLANT CURRENTLY IS UNDERGOING A MAJOR
   UPGRADE THAT WILL ADD TO THE PLANT'S CAPACITY.  AGENCY STAFF ALSO NOTED
   THAT EPA AND THE STATE WILL MONITOR THE PLANT AND ANALYZE ITS
   PERFORMANCE REGARDING ITS ABILITY TO ACCEPT AND TREAT CONTAMINATED
   GROUND WATER FROM THE SITE.  THE TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY OF SENDING
   CONTAMINATED WATER COLLECTED AT THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE ALSO WILL BE
   EXAMINED IN THE DESIGN PHASE OF THE SELECTED REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE.  IF
   THIS REVIEW INDICATES THAT THE PREFERRED REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE IS
   FEASIBLE, THE PLAN MUST BE APPROVED BY BOTH THE STATE AND THE CITY OF
   BALTIMORE.

   QUESTION:  RESIDENTS ASKED WHERE THE DIVERTED GROUND WATER WOULD GO
   UNTIL THE TREATMENT PLANT'S UPGRADE IS COMPLETE.

   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT IF THE TREATMENT PLANT IS IN NON-COMPLIANCE
   WITH EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS, THE GROUND WATER COLLECTED AT THE
   KANE AND LOMBARD SITE WOULD BE TREATED ON SITE.

   QUESTION:  A RESIDENT ASKED EPA TO DESCRIBE THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
   FIRST BARRIER ZONE.

   RESPONSE:  EPA SAID THAT THE FIRST WATER BARRIER ZONE IS APPROXIMATELY
   TEN FEET DEEP AND WAS FOUND TO BE CONTAMINATED WITH ORGANIC COMPOUNDS.

   QUESTION:  SEVERAL RESIDENTS ASKED IF THE CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER
   COULD EFFECT ANIMALS AND FISH.

   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT THE AGENCY WAS CONCERNED ABOUT THE PROTECTION
   OF ANIMALS AND FISH FROM CONTAMINATION AT THE SITE AND RESPONDED THAT
   CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER FROM THE SITE COULD EFFECT ANIMALS AND FISH



   IF THE GROUND WATER WAS NOT DIVERTED AND TREATED.  EPA POINTED OUT THAT
   THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE WOULD ADDRESS THIS ISSUE.

   QUESTION:  SEVERAL RESIDENTS EXPRESSED CONCERN THAT THE PROPOSED REMEDY
   COULD CAUSE THE SEWAGE PIPES CARRYING THE DIVERTED GROUND WATER TO
   BREAK.  SPECIFICALLY, RESIDENTS WANTED TO KNOW HOW THIS DIVERSION SYSTEM
   WOULD BE MONITORED.

   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT THE SEWAGE PIPES USED TO DRAIN THE GROUND
   WATER FROM THE SITE WOULD BE TESTED FOR LEAKAGE.  EPA NOTED THAT THE
   SPECIFICATIONS FOR THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE WOULD BE EXAMINED IN THE
   DESIGN PHASE AND THAT A DESIGN THAT DID NOT MEET ACCEPTED STANDARDS
   WOULD NOT BE IMPLEMENTED.

   QUESTION:  RESIDENTS EXPRESSED CONCERN THAT CITY RESIDENTS WERE STILL
   CONSUMING AREA GROUND WATER, NOTING THAT AN EPA REPORT HAS IMPLIED
   SEVERAL AREA DRINKING WATER WELLS WERE STILL ACTIVE.

   RESPONSE:  EPA NOTED THAT THE DRAFT FS HAD INDICATED THAT THERE WERE
   SEVERAL GROUND-WATER WELLS IN THE AREA; HOWEVER, SUBSEQUENT
   INVESTIGATIONS FOUND THAT NONE OF THESE WELLS ARE STILL IN USE, THUS
   CITY RESIDENTS ARE NOT USING WATER FROM THESE WELLS AND NO THREAT EXISTS
   FROM CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER.

   OFF-SITE CONTAMINATION

   QUESTION:  A RESIDENT ASKED IF OTHER AREAS SURROUNDING THE KANE AND
   LOMBARD SITE WOULD BE INVESTIGATED BY EPA.

   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT OTHER PROPERTIES IN THE AREA OF THE SITE
   (NOTABLY THE PICORP PROPERTY ACROSS LOMBARD STREET) WOULD BE
   INVESTIGATED BY EPA FOR POSSIBLE REMEDIAL ACTION.  EPA STATED THAT EACH
   OF THE PROPERTIES THAT WERE SUSPECTED OF BEING CONTAMINATED WERE
   CONSIDERED SEPARATE FROM THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE AND WOULD NEED TO BE
   INVESTIGATED AND RANKED ON THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (NPL) BEFORE
   CLEANUP COULD BEGIN.  EPA ALSO STATED THAT THE AGENCY WOULD PURSUE AN
   EXPEDITED RANKING OF THE PICORP PROPERTY ON THE NPL, HOWEVER, EPA COULD
   NOT PREDICT A SPECIFIC DATE FOR THIS ACTION.

   QUESTION:  A RESIDENT ASKED WHY THE WHOLE AREA WAS NOT CONSIDERED ONE SITE.

   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT BECAUSE EACH SITE WAS UNDER SEPARATE
   OWNERSHIP AND BECAUSE DIFFERENT PARTIES MAY HAVE DUMPED MATERIALS AT
   EACH OF THE SITES, SEPARATE STUDIES WERE NEEDED TO ADDRESS POTENTIAL
   CONTAMINATION AT EACH SITE.

   QUESTION:  SEVERAL RESIDENTS INQUIRED IF THE AREA PLAYING FIELDS HAD
   BEEN TESTED.

   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT THE PLAYING FIELDS SURROUNDING THE SITE HAD
   BEEN TESTED AND THAT NO HAZARDOUS CONTAMINANTS HAD BEEN FOUND.  EPA
   FURTHER STATED THAT THERE WAS NO RISK OF FUTURE CONTAMINATION BECAUSE
   THE LEAD IN THE SOIL AT THE SITE WAS "LOCKED" INTO THAT SOIL AND WOULD
   NOT MIGRATE AWAY FROM THE SITE.

   QUESTION:  ONE RESIDENT ASKED WHAT WERE ACCEPTABLE BACKGROUND LEVELS FOR
   THE CONTAMINANTS DISCOVERED.

   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT FOR LEAD, THE PRIMARY CONTAMINANT DISCOVERED
   IN THE SOIL AT THE SITE, BACKGROUND LEVELS ALONG THE EAST COAST ARE
   TYPICALLY 1 - 200 PARTS PER MILLION (PPM), CITY LEVELS ARE TYPICALLY
   500 - 1500 PPM, AND THE LEVELS DETECTED AT THE SITE ARE 1000 - 1500 PPM.
   EPA SAID THAT LONG-TERM EXPOSURE TO LEVELS OF 1000 PPM OR GREATER CAN
   RESULT IN ELEVATED LEVELS OF LEAD IN BLOOD.

   QUESTION:  A RESIDENT ASKED IF THERE WERE ANY ADDITIONAL RISKS
   ASSOCIATED WITH THE SITE.



   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT THERE WERE NONE.

   QUESTION:  RESIDENTS NOTED THAT A RECENT BALTIMORE SUN ARTICLE IMPLIED
   THAT RESIDENTS LIVING IN THE VILLAGE OF ORANGEVILLE WERE EFFECTED BY
   CONTAMINATION.

   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT THERE IS NO EVIDENCE THAT THE VILLAGE OF
   ORANGEVILLE IS EFFECTED BY CONTAMINATION FROM KANE AND LOMBARD SITE.  IN
   ADDITION, EPA STATED THAT THE AGENCY DOES NOT KNOW WHERE THE NEWSPAPER
   RECEIVED THAT INFORMATION, BUT SPECULATED THAT SINCE THE KANE AND
   LOMBARD SITE IS LOCATED WITHIN THE ORANGEVILLE SECTION OF BALTIMORE, THE
   NEWSPAPER HAD INFERRED THAT THE VILLAGE OF ORANGEVILLE WAS EFFECTED BY
   CONTAMINATION.

   QUESTION:  A RESIDENT ASKED IF THERE WERE ANY REPORTS OF LONG-TERM
   HEALTH IMPACTS FROM PAST EXPOSURE TO THE SITE.

   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT THEY WERE NOT AWARE OF ANY REPORTED HEALTH
   PROBLEMS THAT COULD BE RELATED TO THE SITE.

   SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVE

   QUESTION:  MANY RESIDENTS ASKED EPA TO FURTHER EXPLAIN WHY ALTERNATIVE 2
   HAD BEEN CHOSEN.

   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT ALTERNATIVE 2 WAS SELECTED BECAUSE IT:  COULD
   BE IMPLEMENTED IN A TIMELY MANNER; UTILIZED A PROVEN TECHNOLOGY;
   PROTECTED HEALTH BY EFFECTIVELY PROVIDING SOURCE CONTROL OF THE
   CONTAMINANTS IN THE SOIL BY ISOLATING THE WASTES, IN PLACE, FROM CONTACT
   WITH GROUND OR SURFACE WATERS; ADDRESSED GROUND-WATER CONTAMINATION; AND
   COULD BE CONSTRUCTED FOR A REASONABLE COST.

   QUESTION:  A RESIDENT, CITING THAT THE SITE HAD BEEN CAPPED WITH CLAY
   AFTER THE 1984 EMERGENCY REMOVAL ACTIONS AND THAT THIS CAP HAD
   REQUIRED PATCHING, ASKED IF THE NEW CAP WOULD LAST LONG ENOUGH TO
   PROTECT RESIDENTS FROM SITE CONTAMINATION IN THE FUTURE.

   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT THE CLAY CAP PLACED ON THE SITE AFTER THE
   EMERGENCY REMOVAL ACTIONS WAS TEMPORARY AND THAT THE CAP PLANNED FOR THE
   LONG-TERM REMEDIAL RESPONSE WOULD BE OF A DIFFERENT DESIGN WHICH HAS
   BEEN USED EXTENSIVELY AND BEEN PROVEN TO BE EFFECTIVE.  EPA ALSO STATED
   THAT THE CAP WOULD BE MONITORED FOR A PERIOD OF 30 YEARS AND THAT THE
   CAP COULD BE REPAIRED IF NECESSARY.

   QUESTION:  SEVERAL RESIDENTS WANTED TO KNOW WHY THE CONTAMINATED SOIL
   AT THE SITE COULD NOT BE EXCAVATED.

   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT THE SUPERFUND AMENDMENTS AND REAUTHORIZATION
   ACT OF 1986 (SARA) WAS WRITTEN TO EMPHASIZE PERMANENT ON-SITE TREATMENT
   RATHER THAN EXCAVATION AND REMOVAL.  EPA ALSO CITED THE RESOURCE
   CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) THAT BANS LAND DISPOSAL OF
   HAZARDOUS WASTES AFTER NOVEMBER 1988.  AN ADDITIONAL CONCERN REGARDING
   EXCAVATION OF THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE IS THE LENGTH OF TIME THAT THIS
   OPERATION WOULD REQUIRE (EPA ESTIMATED THAT EXCAVATION WOULD REQUIRE THE
   REMOVAL OF 8 CUBIC ACRES OF SOIL), AND THE POTENTIAL FOR SPREADING
   CONTAMINATION THROUGH SOIL AND DUST THAT THIS ACTION COULD CAUSE.
   FINALLY, EPA STATED THAT WITH EXCAVATION, IT IS VIRTUALLY IMPOSSIBLE TO
   ENSURE THAT 100% OF ALL CONTAMINATION WOULD BE REMOVED, THUS THE SITE
   COULD POTENTIALLY STILL REQUIRE ADDITIONAL REMEDIATION AFTER EXCAVATION.

   QUESTION:  SEVERAL RESIDENTS INQUIRED IF THE TYPE OF CAP PROPOSED FOR
   THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE WAS IN USE AT ANY OTHER SITES IN THE AREA.

   RESPONSE:  EPA ANSWERED THAT THIS TYPE OF CAP IS USED AT THE SULLY ROAD
   LANDFILL.

   QUESTION:  AN INDIVIDUAL ASKED IF THE PROPOSED CAP WOULD CAUSE SURFACE



   WATER RUNOFF PROBLEMS AT THE SITE.

   RESPONSE:  EPA SAID THAT NO RUNOFF/EROSION PROBLEMS CURRENTLY EXIST AT
   THE SITE AND THAT AGENCY STAFF DO NOT FORESEE THE CAP CREATING NEW
   RUNOFF PROBLEMS.  AS PART OF THE PREFERRED REMEDIAL ACTION, THE SITE
   WOULD BE REGRADED TO MINIMIZE ANY FUTURE PROBLEM WITH BOTH RUNOFF AND
   EROSION OF THE TOP SOIL AND/OR CLAY CAP.

   LONG-TERM MAINTENANCE

   QUESTION:  SEVERAL RESIDENTS WERE CONCERNED THAT THE CLAY CAP WOULD NOT
   LAST LONG ENOUGH TO PROTECT FUTURE AREA RESIDENTS.

   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT THE CAP WOULD BE MONITORED ANNUALLY AND THAT
   IF ANY PROBLEMS AROSE, THE CAP COULD BE PATCHED AND REPAIRED.  EPA ALSO
   STATED THAT THE AGENCY WOULD RETAIN RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE EFFECTIVENESS
   OF THE SELECTED REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE AND WOULD REPAIR THE CAP IF AN
   EMERGENCY OCCURRED OR IF A THREAT TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT
   DEVELOPED.  EPA, HOWEVER, WOULD TRANSFER THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE
   NORMAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF THE SELECTED REMEDY TO THE STATE
   AFTER THE FIRST YEAR OF THIS PHASE.

   QUESTION:  RESIDENTS WANTED TO KNOW WHO WOULD MONITOR THE SITE.

   RESPONSE:  UNDER A CONTRACT BETWEEN EPA AND THE STATE, THE STATE OF
   MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE WASTE MANAGEMENT
   ADMINISTRATION WOULD MONITOR THE SITE.

   QUESTION:  MANY RESIDENTS WERE CONCERNED THAT SITE CONTAMINATION WOULD
   STILL EXIST AFTER THE 30 YEAR DESIGN LIFE OF THE PREFERRED REMEDIAL
   ALTERNATIVE.

   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT IT WOULD BE IMPOSSIBLE TO ACCURATELY PREDICT
   PAST THE 30 YEAR DESIGN LIFE OF THE REMEDIAL RESPONSE.  EPA ALSO STATED
   THAT THE SUPERFUND LAW, WHICH REGULATES HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES, IS
   DESIGNED TO OVERSEE THE TREATMENT AND PROPER DISPOSAL OF WASTES AT
   HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES FOR THE LIFE OF THE THREAT FROM CONTAMINATION.

   QUESTION:  ONE INDIVIDUAL ASKED WHO WOULD BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE HEALTH
   AND SAFETY OF AREA RESIDENTS IF AN UNANTICIPATED PROBLEM AROSE WITH THE
   PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE SOME TIME IN THE FUTURE.

   RESPONSE:  EPA RESPONDED THAT EVEN THOUGH THE SITE WILL BE MONITORED BY
   THE STATE, EPA WOULD BE RESPONSIBLE FOR CORRECTING ANY FLAW IN THE
   REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE AND WOULD MAINTAIN THE AUTHORITY TO ACT
   IMMEDIATELY IF SUCH A SITUATION EVOLVED.

   QUESTION:  AN INDIVIDUAL ASKED IF ANY SPECIAL SECURITY MEASURE WOULD
   BE TAKEN AT THE SITE TO PREVENT FUTURE DUMPING.

   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT NO SPECIFIC SECURITY MEASURES WOULD BE
   ESTABLISHED AT THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE OTHER THAN MAINTAINING THE
   EXISTING FENCE.  AS PART OF THE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE PHASE,
   HOWEVER, THE SITE WILL RECEIVE REGULAR INSPECTIONS.  EPA FURTHER NOTED
   THAT CITIZENS CAN HELP PROTECT THE SITE BY REPORTING UNUSUAL OR
   INCREASED ACTIVITY AT THE SITE DURING THIS PHASE OF THE CLEANUP.

   DISPOSITION OF LAND

   QUESTION:  A RESIDENT ASKED WHO OWNED THE SITE PROPERTY AND WHY THE
   OWNER(S) WAS NOT BEING REQUIRED TO PAY FOR CLEANUP COSTS.

   RESPONSE:  EPA RESPONDED THAT THE OWNERS NAME COULD NOT BE RELEASED,
   BUT EPA WAS INVOLVED IN ENFORCEMENT ACTION TO RECOVER THE COSTS OF THE
   CLEANUP FROM THE OWNER.  EPA STATED THAT THE CLEANUP HAD COMMENCED PRIOR
   TO THE RECOVERY OF THOSE COSTS SO THAT EPA COULD STABILIZE THE SITE, AND
   PROTECT HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT IN A TIMELY MANNER.



   QUESTION:  ONE RESIDENT ASKED WHAT WOULD BE DONE WITH THE LAND AFTER THE
   CONSTRUCTION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE WAS COMPLETE.  SPECIFICALLY, THE
   RESIDENT ASKED WHAT THE LAND COULD BE USED FOR IN THE FUTURE.

   RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT IT DOES NOT HAVE TITLE TO THE LAND, THEREFORE
   THE AGENCY COULD NOT PROVIDE A SPECIFIC ANSWER.  EPA POINTED OUT,
   HOWEVER, THAT ANY FUTURE USE OF THE LAND WOULD NEED TO RECEIVE A LAND
   USE PERMIT FROM EPA OR THE STATE, AND THAT ANY PROPOSED FUTURE USES
   WOULD BE EXAMINED CAREFULLY TO ENSURE THAT THE USE POSED NO THREAT TO
   HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  EPA FURTHER NOTED THAT BECAUSE OF THE
   NATURE OF THE CONTAMINATION AT THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE, AND THE EFFECT
   OF A PERMANENT CAP, THE SITE COULD BE USED AS A STORAGE AREA FOR
   BUSINESSES IN THE VICINITY OF THE SITE IF THE CLAY CAP WAS COVERED BY
   AN ASPHALT CAP.

   SCHEDULE OF CLEANUP

   QUESTION:  RESIDENTS ASKED WHEN EPA EXPECTED THE CLEANUP TO BEGIN.

   RESPONSE:  EPA RESPONDED THAT THE RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) WAS EXPECTED
   TO BE SIGNED BY THE END OF SEPTEMBER 1987, AND 120 DAYS LATER, EPA AND
   THE STATE EXPECTED TO BEGIN THE DESIGN OF THE SELECTED REMEDIAL
   ALTERNATIVE FOR THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE.  CONSTRUCTION OF THIS DESIGN
   COULD BEGIN WITHIN ONE YEAR OF THIS STEP, AND THE PREFERRED REMEDIAL
   ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 2) WOULD TAKE ABOUT ONE YEAR TO COMPLETE.



                    KANE AND LOMBARD STREETS DRUMS
                      SARA ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD *
                           INDEX OF DOCUMENTS

   SITE IDENTIFICATION

   1) MEMORANDUM TO MR. ED SHOENER FROM MR. HARRY COMPTON REGARDING SOIL
      VAPOR SURVEY, DATED 10/15/86.  SOIL VAPOR RESULTS AND MAP ARE
      ATTACHED TO MEMORANDUM.

   2) REPORT:  POTENTIAL HAZARDOUS WASTE SITE INSPECTION, DATED 5/16/84.

   3) CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS AT KANE AND LOMBARD SITE, DATED 5/1/84.

   4) POTENTIAL HAZARDOUS WASTE SITE IDENTIFICATION, DATED 4/30/84.

   5) COMPLAINT AND ORDER FILED BY MR. AND MRS. AZRAEL AND MS. CELE LANDAY
      WITH THE MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE, DATED 10/23/83.

   REMEDIAL RESPONSE PLANNING

   1) LETTER TO MR. RONALD NELSON FROM MR. THOMAS VOLTAGGIO REGARDING
      CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS SINCE THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY
      STUDY, DATED 7/16/87.

   2) REPORT:  REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR THE KANE AND LOMBARD
      STREET SITE VOLUME I - TECHNICAL REPORT, DATED 5/87.

   3) REPORT:  REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR THE KANE AND LOMBARD
      STREET SITE VOLUME II - APPENDICES, DATED 5/87.

   4) MEMORANDUM TO MS. STEPHANY DEL RE' FROM MR. GARY SHEEHAN REGARDING
      JULY 1986 TEST PIT PROGRAM AT KANE AND LOMBARD STREET SITE, DATED 9/15/86.

   5) PERMIT:  RIGHT OF ENTRY BY HAVEN CORPORATION AND SKY PROPERTIES, DATED 7/31/86.

   6) RECORD OF COMMUNICATION:  MEETING WITH DR. RICHARD MASON, DATED 7/30/86.

   7) LETTER TO MR. RICHARD MASON FROM MS. STEPHANY DEL RE' REGARDING
      PERMISSION TO TAKE SAMPLES, DATED 7/30/86.

   8) LETTER TO MR. KINLOCH N. YELLOT III FROM MS. STEPHANY DEL RE'
      REGARDING PERMISSION TO TAKE SAMPLES, DATED 7/23/86.

   9) MEMORANDUM TO MS. STEPHANY DEL RE' FROM MS. TRACY LACOSTA AND MR.
      CHARLES KUFS REGARDING RESULTS OF PHASE RI - I SAMPLING, DATED
      7/21/86.  SAMPLE RESULTS ARE ATTACHED TO MEMORANDUM.

   * ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD AVAILABLE 7/31/87.

   10) STATEMENT OF WORK/SPECIFICATIONS REGARDING SOIL SAMPLING, DATED 7/14/86.

   11) REPORT:  INITIAL SITE EVALUATION AND WORK PLAN FOR KANE AND LOMBARD
       REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY VOLUME I, DATED 5/29/86.

   12) REPORT:  PROJECT OPERATIONS PLAN FOR KANE AND LOMBARD REMEDIAL
       INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY, DATED 5/21/86.

   13) REPORT:  HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF KANE AND LOMBARD SITE, DATED 5/19/86.

   14) LETTER TO MR. THOMAS VOLTAGGIO FROM MR. JOHN KOONTZ REGARDING
       COMMENTS ON REMEDIAL WORK PLAN, DATED 5/14/86.

   15) LETTER TO MR. JOHN KOONTZ FROM MR. THOMAS VOLTAGGIO REGARDING DRAFT
       WORK PLAN, DATED 4/10/86.

   16) MEMORANDUM TO MS. STEPHANY DEL RE' FROM MR. CHARLES KUFS REGARDING



       ADDENDUM NUMBER ONE TO THE REVISED REMEDIAL
       INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY WORK PLAN, DATED 4/1/86.

   17) MEMORANDUM TO MS. STEPHANY DEL RE' FROM MR. CHARLES KUFS REGARDING
       STATE COMMENTS ON KANE AND LOMBARD SITE WORK PLAN, DATED 3/11/86.

   18) LETTER TO MR. THOMAS VOLTAGGIO FROM MR. JOHN KOONTZ REGARDING FILE
       REVIEW FOR THE WORK PLAN, DATED 3/10/86.

   19) MEMORANDUM TO MS. STEPHANY DEL RE' FROM MR. CHARLES KUFS REGARDING
       RESULTS OF THE SITE CONTAMINATION SURVEY, DATED 1/16/86.  MAPS AND
       SOIL SAMPLE SUMMARIES ARE ATTACHED TO MEMORANDUM.

   20) BRIEFING FOR MS. STEPHANY DEL RE' FROM MR. D. HILL REGARDING RESULTS
       OF GEOPHYSICAL SURVEY AT KANE AND LOMBARD SITE, DATED 12/30/85.

   21) MEMORANDUM TO MS. STEPHANY DEL RE' FROM MR. CHARLES KUFS REGARDING
       RESULTS OF THE GEOPHYSICAL SURVEY OF THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE,
       DATED 12/11/85.  MAPS AND CHARTS ARE ATTACHED TO MEMORANDUM.

   22) MEMORANDUM TO MS. STEPHANY DEL RE' FROM MR. CHARLES KUFS REGARDING
       RESULTS OF SITE EROSION ASSESSMENT, DATED 11/25/85.  MAPS AND
       PHOTOGRAPHS ARE ATTACHED TO MEMORANDUM.

   23) REPORT:  WORK PLAN FOR KANE AND LOMBARD SITE REMEDIAL
       INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY VOLUME I, DATED 6/5/85.

   24) MEMORANDUM TO MS. STEPHANY DEL RE' FROM MR. R. LEE STEINER REGARDING
       SCHEDULE OF DELIVERABLES, DATED 4/29/85.

   25) ACTION MEMORANDUM TO MR. STANLEY RASKOWSKI FROM MR. STEPHEN
       WASSERSUG REGARDING AUTHORIZATION TO PROCEED WITH A REMEDIAL
       INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY AT KANE AND LOMBARD SITE, DATED 3/21/85.

   26) LETTER TO MS. STEPHANY DEL RE' FROM MR. GUY HAGER REGARDING REVIEW
AND RECOMMENDATION OF INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILITY STUDY, DATED 3/21/85.

   27) REPORT:  PUBLIC HEALTH EVALUATION (UNDATED).

   EMERGENCY REMOVAL RESPONSE

    1) DAILY LOG NOTES, DATED 6/6/87 TO 3/30/87.

    2) LETTER TO MR. BOB CARON FROM MR. WARREN BLACK REGARDING ERCS
       DELIVERY ORDER AT KANE AND LOMBARD SITE, DATED 3/26/87.

    3) MEMORANDUM TO DR. J. WINSTON PORTER FROM MR. JAMES M. SEIF REGARDING
       REQUEST FOR EXEMPTION FROM SIX MONTH LIMITATION AND CONTINUATION OF
       REMOVAL ACTIVITIES AT KANE AND LOMBARD SITE, DATED 1/22/87.

    4) CERCLA IMMEDIATE REMOVAL POLLUTION REPORTS, DATED 6/5/85 TO 3/6/84.

    5) LETTER TO MR. RICHARD WARREN FROM MR. THOMAS P. EICHLER REGARDING
       IMMEDIATE REMOVAL ACTION AT THE SITE, DATED 6/15/84.

    6) REPORT:  PROJECT SUMMARY KANE AND LOMBARD STREETS HAZARDOUS WASTE
       SITE CLEANUP, DATED 6/14/84.

    7) REPORT:  FINAL REPORT OF ANALYTICAL SERVICES FOR PROJECT 1828 - E16
       KANE AND LOMBARD STREET SITE, DATED 6/13/84.

    8) LETTER TO MR. THOMAS P. EICHLER FROM MR. WARREN K. RICH REGARDING
       SAMPLING VISIT, DATED 5/15/84.  CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS, LETTER,
       ENVELOPE, AND NOTICE LETTER ARE ATTACHED TO LETTER.

    9) AIR AND CONTRACTOR MONITOR LOG, DATED 5/12/84 TO 6/4/84.



   10) REPORT:  FEDERAL ON-SCENE COORDINATOR'S REPORT KANE AND LOMBARD
       STREETS DRUM SITE, DATED 5/7/84 TO 6/8/84.

   11) TAT SITE LOG, DATED 5/6/84.

   12) AST LOG, DATED 5/6/84.

   13) MEMORANDUM TO MR. LEE THOMAS FROM MR. THOMAS EICHLER REGARDING
       JUSTIFICATION FOR APPROVAL OF AN IMMEDIATE REMOVAL ACTION, DATED
       5/4/84.  FUNDING REQUEST, MAPS, COMPLAINT ORDER AND PHOTOGRAPHS ARE
       ATTACHED.

   14) RECORD OF COMMUNICATION TO MR. BOB CARON FROM MR. TRUITT REGARDING
       DRUM SAMPLING, DATED 4/20/84.

   15) REPORT:  CERCLA IMMEDIATE REMOVAL PROJECT KANE AND LOMBARD STREETS
       DUMPSITE SAMPLING REFERENCE NOTEBOOKS (UNDATED).

   16) MEETING ATTENDANCE LIST (UNDATED).

   COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

    1) RECORD OF COMMUNICATION FROM MS. JILL BLOOM REGARDING INFORMATION ON
       KANE AND LOMBARD, DATED 8/13/86.

    2) EXCERPT FROM THE HAZARDOUS WASTE SITE REPORT REGARDING THE PLANNED
       REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AT KANE AND LOMBARD SITE, DATED 6/23/86.

    3) PRESS RELEASE FROM U.S. EPA REGARDING COMMENCEMENT OF REMEDIAL
       INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY, DATED 6/9/86.

    4) FACT SHEET REGARDING EPA ROLE AT KANE AND LOMBARD SITE, DATED SPRING 1986.

    5) KANE AND LOMBARD ON-SITE DISCUSSIONS REGARDING MEETING WITH
       COMMUNITY MEMBERS, DATED 5/8-9/86.

    6) MEMORANDUM TO MS. RACHEL POHL FROM MR. RONALD NELSON REGARDING KANE
       AND LOMBARD DRAFT COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN, DATED 12/4/85.

    7) FACT SHEET REGARDING WORK COMPLETED AT SITE, DATED 7/85.

    8) FACT SHEET REGARDING HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION, DATED 6/26/84.

    9) CLOSE-OUT MEMO FOR KANE AND LOMBARD PUBLIC MEETING, DATED 6/26/84.

   10) PUBLIC NOTICE REGARDING COMMUNITY MEETING CONCERNING THE HAZARDOUS
       WASTE CLEANUP AT THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE, DATED 6/26/84.

   11) AGENDA FOR THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE PUBLIC MEETING, DATED 6/26/84.

   12) PRESS RELEASE FROM U.S. EPA REGARDING COMPLETION OF CLEANUP AT THE
       KANE AND LOMBARD SITE, DATED 6/26/84.

   13) FACT SHEET REGARDING THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE HAZARDOUS WASTE
       CLEANUP, DATED 6/25/84.

   14) CONGRESSIONAL INQUIRY/REQUEST REGARDING THE KANE AND LOMBARD PUBLIC
       MEETING, DATED 6/22/84.

   15) PRESS RELEASE FROM U.S. EPA REGARDING PUBLIC MEETING AT KANE AND
       LOMBARD SITE, DATED 6/20/84.

   16) PRESS RELEASE FROM STATE OF MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL
       HYGIENE, REGARDING COMPLETION OF KANE AND LOMBARD CLEANUP, DATED 6/5/84.

   17) PRESS RELEASE FROM STATE OF MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL
       HYGIENE, REGARDING PROSPECTIVE REMOVAL OF WASTES AT KANE AND LOMBARD



       STREETS, DATED 6/1/84.

   18) FACT SHEET REGARDING HEALTH EFFECTS ALLEGEDLY CAUSED BY THE REMOVAL
       OF HAZARDOUS WASTE AND THE PREVIOUS ACCUMULATION OF WASTE AT THE
       SITE, DATED 5/31/84.

   19) MEMORANDUM TO MS. HELEN PRZYBYLSKI FROM MS. LINDA SMEYNE REGARDING
       WEEKLY UPDATE ON KANE AND LOMBARD STREETS CLEANUP, DATED 5/28/84.

   20) LETTER TO MR. ROBERT STANSBURY FROM MR. JOHN KOONTZ REGARDING
       SAMPLING OF PLAYGROUNDS, DATED 5/22/84.

   21) MEMORANDUM TO MS. HELEN PRZYBYLSKI FROM MS. LINDA SMEYNE REGARDING
       WEEKLY UPDATE ON KANE AND LOMBARD STREETS CLEANUP, DATED 5/15/84.

   22) CONGRESSIONAL INQUIRY/REQUEST BY WBAL-TV REGARDING PAST VISITS BY
       EPA TO THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE, DATED 5/9/84.

   23) CONGRESSIONAL INQUIRY/REQUEST BY WSER REGARDING KANE AND LOMBARD
       SITE, DATED 5/7/84.

   24) MEMORANDUM REGARDING AGENDA FOR KANE AND LOMBARD SITE PUBLIC
       MEETING, DATED 5/7/84.  PRESS RELEASE FROM CONGRESSWOMAN BARBARA
       MIKULSKI IS ATTACHED TO MEMORANDUM.

   25) PUBLIC NOTICE REGARDING PUBLIC MEETING, DATED 5/7/84.

   26) PRESS RELEASE FROM U.S. EPA ON IMMEDIATE REMOVAL OF VOLATILE
       SUBSTANCES AT KANE AND LOMBARD STREETS SITE IN BALTIMORE, DATED 5/7/84.

   27) CONGRESSIONAL INQUIRY/REQUEST REGARDING INFORMATION IN PRESS
       RELEASE, DATED 5/7/84.

   28) FACT SHEET REGARDING IMMEDIATE REMOVAL OF HAZARDOUS WASTES AT KANE
       AND LOMBARD STREETS, DATED 5/7/84.

   29) PRESS RELEASE FROM U.S. EPA REGARDING IMMEDIATE REMOVAL OF DRUMS AT
       KANE AND LOMBARD STREETS SITE IN BALTIMORE, DATED 5/7/84.

   30) IMMEDIATE REMOVAL COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN, DATED 5/1/84.

   31) FACT SHEET REGARDING REMOVAL PROGRESS, DATED 5/84.

   32) CONGRESSIONAL INQUIRY/REQUEST FROM WBAL REGARDING MEETING AT KANE
       AND LOMBARD STREET SITE (UNDATED).

   DATA SUMMARY SHEETS *

    1) SUMMARY OF CONCENTRATIONS OF INORGANIC COMPOUNDS AND SUBSURFACE
       SOILS, DATED 9/12/86.  SUMMARY INCLUDES INFORMATION ON SAMPLES SD-01
       THROUGH SD-18, SS-01 THROUGH SS-05, TP-A THROUGH TP-O, AND TP-P
       THROUGH TP-Y.

    2) MEMORANDUM TO MR. CHARLIE KUFS FROM MS. DIANNE THERRY, REGARDING
       SAMPLE NUMBERS CE 801 THROUGH CE 818, AND CE 819 THROUGH CE 829,
       DATED 7/18/86.

    * DATA SUPPORTING THE SUMMARY SHEETS IS LOCATED AT THE EPA REGION III
      CENTRAL REGIONAL LABORATORY IN ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND.

    3) MEMORANDUM TO MR. STEPHEN WASSERSUG FROM MR. CARROLL WILLS REGARDING
       RESULTS OF RCRA CHARACTERISTIC TESTS FOR WASTES FROM THE KANE AND
       LOMBARD STREETS SITE, DATED 6/26/84.

    4) MEMORANDUM TO DR. T. O. MEIGGS FROM DR. J. H. LOWRY REGARDING RCRA
       IGNITABILITY AND EP TOXICITY CHARACTERIZATION ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR
       DRUM SAMPLES COLLECTED FROM KANE AND LOMBARD, DATED 6/25/84.



    5) MEMORANDUM TO MR. BOB CARON FROM MR. DANIEL DONNELLY REGARDING
       SAMPLING, DATED 6/6/84.

    6) MEMORANDUM TO MR. DANIEL DONNELLY FROM MR. JOHN AUSTIN REGARDING
       SAMPLES 840517-01, 840517-03, 840517-04, AND 840521-01, DATED
       6/5/84.  RAW DATA SHEETS AND CHAIN OF CUSTODY REPORTS ARE ATTACHED
       TO MEMORANDUM.

    7) MEMORANDUM TO MR. DANIEL DONNELLY FROM MR. B. A. SAMMONS REGARDING
       SAMPLES 840517-01, 840517-03, 840517-04, 840521-01, AND 840522-01,
       DATED 5/25/84.  PESTICIDE/PCBS PRIORITY POLLUTANT COMPOUND DETECTION
       LIMITS ARE ATTACHED TO MEMORANDUM.

    8) MEMORANDUM TO MR. DANIEL DONNELLY FROM MR. RICK DREISCH REGARDING
       SAMPLES 840517-01 THROUGH 840517-04, DATED 5/21/84.

   GENERAL GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS *

    1) "PROMULGATION OF SITES FROM UPDATES 1-4, " FEDERAL REGISTER, DATED
       6/10/86.

    2) "PROPOSAL OF UPDATE 4," FEDERAL REGISTER, DATED 9/18/85.

    3) MEMORANDUM TO U. S. EPA FROM MR. GENE LUCERO REGARDING COMMUNITY
       RELATIONS AT SUPERFUND ENFORCEMENT SITES, DATED 8/28/85.

    4) GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION AND PROTECTION, UPDATED BY MR. DONALD V.
       FELICIANO ON 8/28/85.

    5) GUIDANCE ON REMEDIAL INVESTIGATIONS UNDER CERCLA, DATED 6/85.

    6) GUIDANCE ON FEASIBILITY STUDIES UNDER CERCLA, DATED 6/85.

    7) "PROPOSAL OF UPDATE 3," FEDERAL REGISTER, DATED 4/10/85.

    8) MEMORANDUM TO U. S. EPA FROM MR. JACK MCGRAW ENTITLED "COMMUNITY
       RELATIONS ACTIVITIES AT SUPERFUND SITES - INTERIM GUIDANCE," DATED
       3/22/85.

    9) "PROPOSAL OF UPDATE 2," FEDERAL REGISTER, DATED 10/15/84.

   10) EPA GROUNDWATER PROTECTION STRATEGY, DATED 9/84.

   11) MEMORANDUM TO U. S. EPA FROM MR. WILLIAM N. HECKMAN, JR. ENTITLED
       "TRANSMITTAL AT SUPERFUND REMOVAL PROCEDURES - REVISION 2," DATED
       8/20/84.

   12) "PROPOSAL OF UPDATE 1," FEDERAL REGISTER, DATED 9/8/83.

   13) COMMUNITY RELATIONS IN SUPERFUND:  A HANDBOOK (INTERIM VERSION), DATED 9/83.

   14) "PROPOSAL OF FIRST NATIONAL PRIORITY LIST," FEDERAL REGISTER, DATED 12/30/82.

   15) "INTERIM PRIORITIES LIST," FEDERAL REGISTER, DATED 10/23/82.

   16) "EXPANDED ELIGIBILITY LIST," FEDERAL REGISTER, DATED 7/23/82.

   17) UNCONTROLLED HAZARDOUS WASTE SITE RANKING SYSTEM:  A USER'S MANUAL (UNDATED).

   18) FIELD STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES - AIR SURVEILLANCE (UNDATED).

   19) FIELD STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES - SITE SAFETY PLAN (UNDATED).

   * LOCATED IN U.S. EPA REGION III OFFICE.



                                    TABLE 8
             SELECTED ACTION - SPECIFIC PROBABLE ARAR REQUIREMENTS
                 FOR ALTERNATIVE 2 - RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE
                        FOR THE KANE AND LOMBARD SITE

   ACTION           REQUIREMENTS                    CITATION

   CAPPING          PLACEMENT OF A CAP OVER WASTE   40 CFR 264.310 (A)
                    REQUIRES A COVER DESIGNED AND
   264.228 (A)      CONSTRUCTED TO:

                    - PROVIDE LONG-TERM MINIMIZATION
                      MIGRATION OF LIQUIDS THROUGH
                      THE CAPPED AREA;

                    - FUNCTION WITH MINIMUM MAINTENANCE;

                    - PROMOTE DRAINAGE AND MINIMIZE
                      EROSION OR ABRASION OF THE COVER;

                    - ACCOMMODATE SETTLING AND
                      SUBSIDENCE SO THAT THE
                      COVER'S INTEGRITY IS
                      MAINTAINED; AND

                    - HAVE A PERMEABILITY LESS THAN
                      OR EQUAL TO THE PERMEABILITY
                      OF ANY BOTTOM LINER SYSTEM
                      OR NATURAL SUB-SOILS PRESENT

                    - RESTRICT POST-CLOSURE USE OF  40 CFR 264.117 (A)
                      PROPERTY AS NECESSARY TO
                      PREVENT DAMAGE TO THE COVER

                    - PREVENT RUN-ON AND RUN-OFF    40 CFR 264.228 (B)
                      FROM DAMAGING COVER           40 CFR 264.310 (B)

   CLOSURE WITH     REMOVAL OF CONTAMINATED         52 FR 8712
   WASTE IN PLACE   MATERIALS                       (MARCH 19, 1987)
   (HYBRID CLOSURE)

                    APPLICATION OF COVER AND        52 FR 8712
                    POST-CLOSURE MONITORING BASED   (MARCH 19, 1987)
                    ON EXPOSURE PATHWAY(S) OF
                    CONCERN



                               TABLE 8 CONTINUED

   ACTION           REQUIREMENTS                    CITATION

   CONSOLIDATION    PLACEMENT ON OR IN LAND OUTSIDE 40 CFR 268
                    UNIT BOUNDARY OR AREA OF        (SUBPART D)
                    CONTAMINATION WILL TRIGGER
                    LAND DISPOSAL REQUIREMENTS AND
                    RESTRICTIONS

   REMOVAL OF       * LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTION
   DRUMS AND
   CONTAMINATED     THE SELECTED REMEDY INVOLVES PLACEMENT AND TREATMENT OF
   "HOT SPOT"       SOILS AND DEBRIS WASTES. PLACEMENT OF WASTES OR TREATED
   AREAS            RESIDUALS IS PROHIBITED UNDER RCRA LAND DISPOSAL
                    RESTRICTIONS (LDR) UNLESS CERTAIN TREATMENT STANDARDS
                    ARE MET. LDR STANDARDS HAVE NOT BEEN PROMULGATED FOR
                    SOIL AND DEBRIS WASTES, BUT WHEN PUBLISHED, THE
                    STANDARDS MAY BE APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND
                    APPROPRIATE. DESPITE THE ABSENCE OF SPECIFIC TREATMENT
                    STANDARDS, THE TREATMENT METHOD EMPLOYED AS PART OF
                    THIS REMEDIAL ACTION SATISFIES THE STATUTORY
                    REQUIREMENT TO, "... SUBSTANTIALLY DIMINISH THE
                    TOXICITY OF THE WASTE OR SUBSTANTIALLY REDUCE THE
                    LIKELIHOOD OF MIGRATION OF HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENTS
                    FROM THE WASTE SO THAT SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM
                    THREATS TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT ARE
                    MINIMIZED.". (SEC. 3004 (M) H.S.W.A)

   DISCHARGE TO     POLLUTANTS THAT PASS-THROUGH    40 CFR 403.5
                    THE POTW WITHOUT TREATMENT,
                    INTERFERE WITH POTW OPERATION,
                    OR CONTAMINATE POTW SLUDGE ARE
                    PROHIBITED

                    SPECIFIC PROHIBITIONS PRECLUDE
                    THE DISCHARGE OF POLLUTANTS TO
                    POTWS THAT:

                    - CREATE A FIRE OR EXPLOSION
                      HAZARD IN THE POTW;

                    - ARE CORROSIVE (PH LT 5.0);

                    - OBSTRUCT FLOW RESULTING IN
                      INTERFERENCE;

                    - ARE DISCHARGED AT A FLOW RATE
                      AND/OR CONCENTRATION THAT WILL
                      RESULT IN INTERFERENCE, AND

                    - INCREASE THE TEMPERATURE OF
                      WASTEWATER ENTERING THE
                      TREATMENT PLANT THAT WOULD
                      RESULT IN INTERFERENCE, BUT
                      IN NO CASE RAISE THE POTW
                      INFLUENT TEMPERATURE ABOVE
                      104 DEGREES F (40 DEGREES C)



                               TABLE 8 CONTINUED

   ACTION           REQUIREMENTS                    CITATION

                    - DISCHARGE MUST COMPLY WITH    40 CFR 403.5 AND LOCAL
                      LOCAL POTW PRETREATMENT       POTW REGULATIONS
                      PROGRAM, INCLUDING
                      POTW-SPECIFIC POLLUTANTS,
                      SPILL PREVENTION PROGRAM
                      REQUIREMENTS, AND REPORTING
                      AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

                    - RCRA PERMIT-BY-RULE           40 CFR 268
                      REQUIREMENTS MUST BE          (SUBPART D)
                      COMPLIED WITH FOR DISCHARGES
                      OF RCRA HAZARDOUS WASTES TO
                      POTWS BY TRUCK, RAIL, OR
                      DEDICATED PIPE

   GROUND-WATER     EXCAVATION OF SOIL FOR          40 CFR 268
   DIVERSION        CONSTRUCTION OF SLURRY WALL     (SUBPART D)
   (SLURRY WALL)    MAY TRIGGER CLEANUP OR LAND
                    DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS

   OPERATION AND    POST-CLOSURE CARE TO ENSURE     40 CFR 264.1
   MAINTENANCE      THAT THE SITE IS MAINTAINED
   (O&M)            AND MONITORED.


